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area, rain garden and parking area.  The average use is estimated at less than 20 visitors per day.  The 
conservation area provides a connection to the Wietor Wharf Park boardwalk and fishing area.  The 
Village of Howard has added a picnic shelter and parking lot, see Figure 4-3.  The intent is to create 
expanded access to the Duck Creek shoreline for hiking, nature observation/study, fishing, hunting, and 
canoeing.  The Village has also recently designated a portion of this area as a dog park, which includes a 
completely enclosed area as well as a semi-enclosed area with woods and a walking trail for dogs.  
Future expansion depends largely on acquisition of a privately owned parcel adjacent to the conservation 
area.     
 
Section 4(f) is applicable for the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area because it is a publicly owned,  
locally designated wildlife and waterfowl preserve that also allows incidental recreation such as hiking, 
bird watching, wildlife observation, and picnics.  No LWCF or similar funds were used in acquisition or 
development of the nature area; therefore LWCF Section 6(f) or similar requirements do not apply. 
 
See Section 4.3 for a discussion of impacts to the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area. 
 

Figure 4-3 – Gordon Nauman Conservation Area 
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Wietor Wharf Park 
The 3 acre Wietor Wharf Park is located on the south side of Duck Creek in the northwest quadrant of the 
I-43 interchange.  The park was developed by the Village of Howard on land owned by WisDOT and 
leased to the village under a lease agreement that needs to be renewed every 5 years, and can be 
terminated by WisDOT at any time.  Existing access is from Wietor Drive which follows I-43 and connects 
to Military Avenue.  According to the Village of Howard, the park’s existing and planned use is passive 
recreation.  As shown in Figure 4-4, this site provides fishing access to Duck Creek and it has two fishing 
piers, a boardwalk and a picnic area.  The average use is estimated at less than 20 visitors per day.  
Dingell-Johnson funds were used for park enhancements (boardwalks).     
 

Figure 4-4 – Wietor Wharf Park 

 
Since Wietor Wharf Park is located on property owned by WisDOT and leased to the Village of Howard 
under a short-term revocable lease agreement, Section 4(f) does not apply to this park.  The revocable 
lease is required to be renewed every 5 years and allows the Village of Howard to use the land for a 
hiking trail, picnic area and fishing pier until required for highway use or until the the lease is otherwise 
terminated.  No LWCF funds were used in development of the park; therefore LWCF Section 6(f) 
requirements do not apply.  Enhancements made with Dingell-Johnson funds would require 
compensation if such enhancements are impacted by the US 41 project.   
 
See Section 4.3 for a discussion of impacts to Wietor Wharf Park.  
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Deerfield Docks Park 
The 3 acre Deerfield Docks facility is located on the west side of US 41, north of the I-43 interchange.  
The park was developed by the Village of Howard on land owned by WisDOT and leased to the village 
under a lease agreement that needs to be renewed every 5 years.  Deerfield Docks is listed as a park by 
the Village of Howard Parks Division.  Existing access is from West Deerfield Avenue.  According to the 
Village of Howard, the park’s existing and planned use is passive recreation.  This site provides fishing 
access to Duck Creek and the Bay of Green Bay via the Duck Creek Slough and Peats Lake.  As shown 
in Figure 4-5, facilities include a boardwalk, picnic area, offshore fishing, canoe access, snowmobile and 
fishing access.  The average use is estimated at less than 20 visitors per day.  Dingell-Johnson funds 
were used for park enhancements (boardwalks and fishing pier).     

 
Figure 4-5 – Deerfield Docks Park 

 
Since Deerfield Docks Park is located on property owned by WisDOT and leased to the Village of Howard 
under a short-term revocable lease agreement, Section 4(f) does not apply to this park.  The revocable 
lease is required to be renewed every 5 years and allows the Village of Howard to use the land for a 
hiking trail, picnic area and fishing pier until required for highway use or until the the lease is otherwise 
terminated.  No LWCF funds were used in development of the facility; therefore LWCF Section 6(f) 
requirements do not apply.  Enhancements made with Dingell-Johnson funds would require 
compensation if such enhancements are impacted by the US 41 project.   
 
See Section 4.3 for a discussion of impacts to the Deerfield Docks facility. 
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Green Bay West Shores Wildlife Area (Peats Lake Unit) 
The Peats Lake Unit of the Green Bay West Shores Wildlife Area currently consists of approximately 925 
acres (450 acres owned by DNR and 475 acres owned by Brown County).  Land acquisition began in 
1983 and has continued as parcels become available.  The goal is to ultimately acquire about 1,200 
acres.  Funding from state and federal programs is being used to purchase the land.  The function of 
state wildlife areas is to preserve and manage wildlife and waterfowl habitat while also providing an 
opportunity for compatible recreational use such as hunting, trapping, hiking, fishing, wildlife viewing, bird 
watching, canoeing, and cross country skiing.     
 
Three separate properties within the Peats Lake Unit are within the area of potential effect for the 
proposed US 41 improvements (The three properties are numbered on Figure 3-8 for reference 
purposes).  These properties as described below are owned and administered by DNR.  All three 
properties are denoted on DNR’s Peats Lake Unit map as “open wildlife land”.     
 
Peats Lake Unit Property #1 is an approximate 12 acre parcel located in the northeast quadrant of the  
I-43 interchange at the west end of the I-43 frontage road (Hurlbut Street).  This property was purchased 
with LWCF and ORAP funds.   
 
Section 4(f) is applicable to this property because it is a publicly owned, state designated wildlife and 
waterfowl management area for the conservation and restoration of wildlife and waterfowl resoruces that 
also supports incidental recreation such as hiking, bird watching, and wildlife observation.  Because 
LWCF funds were used in the acquisition of this property, the requirements of LWCF Section 6(f) apply.  
Similar compensation requirements also apply due to ORAP funds used to acquire this property. 
 
See Section 4.3 for a discussion of impacts to this property.   
 
Peats Lake Unit Property #2 includes parcels totaling approximately 159 acres located along the west 
side of US 41 between the I-43 interchange and County EB.  Access is provided from the US 41 west 
frontage road (West Deerfield Aveue).  No LWCF or similar funds were used in the acquisition of this 
property. 
 
Section 4(f) is applicable to this property because it is a publicly owned, state designated wildlife and 
waterfowl management area for the conservation and restoration of wildlife and waterfowl resoruces that 
also supports incidental recreation such as hiking, bird watching, and wildlife observation.  Because no 
LWCF funds were used in the acquisition of this property, the requirements of LWCF Section 6(f) do not 
apply.  No similar funds were used in the acquisition of this property; therefore there are no other 
compensation requirements that are applicable based on funding programs similar to LWCF.  
 
No impacts will occur to this property and no further evaluation is required.       
 
Peats Lake Unit Property #3 includes parcels totaling approximately 194 acres located along the east 
side of US 41 between the I-43 interchange and County EB.  Access is provided from the US 41 east 
frontage road (East Deerfield Avenue).  This property was purchased with Pittman-Robertson and ORAP 
funds.  No LWCF funds were used.   
 
Section 4(f) is applicable to this property because it is a publicly owned, state designated wildlife and 
waterfowl management area for the conservation and restoration of wildlife and waterfowl resources that 
also supports incidental recreation such as hiking, bird watching, and wildlife observation.  Because no 
LWCF funds were used in the acquisition of this property, the requirements of LWCF Section 6(f) do not 
apply. However, compensation requirements similar to those under LWCF do apply because Pittman-
Robertson and ORAP funds were used to acquire the property. 
 
See Section 4.3 for a discussion of impacts to this property.   
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4.3  Proposed Action/Impacts to Publicly Owned Resources  
 
Reconstruction of the I-43 interchange under Alternatives D and E has potential impacts to the Gordon 
Nauman Conservation Area, Wietor Wharf Park, Deerfield Docks, and Peats Lake Unit properties 1 and 3 
in the Green Bay West Shores Wildlife Area.  There will be no impacts to the remaining publicly owned 
resources.    
 
The proposed action and potential impacts to public use lands as presented in the Draft EIS are 
described below.  Updated public use land impacts for Preferred Alternative E are discussed in new Final 
EIS subsection 4.7.       
 
Gordon Nauman Conservation Area 
As noted in Section 4.2, the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area is a Section 4(f) property. 
Impacts of the proposed improvements in the vicinity of the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area under 
Alternative D, are shown in Exhibit 4-1 (Page 4-14), and include the following:   
 
• Construction of the new US 41 southbound collector/distributor roadway requires approximately 

0.55 acres of right-of-way from the conservation area 
• Access and usage of the conservation area will not change    

 
Impacts of the proposed improvements in the vicinity of the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area under 
Alternative E, are shown in Exhibit 4-2 (Page 4-15), and include the following:   
 
• Construction of the new US 41 southbound exit ramp requires approximately 1.1 acres of right-of-

way from the conservation area 
• Access and usage of the conservation area will not change    

  
Wietor Wharf Park 
As noted in Section 4.2, Wietor Wharf Park is not a Section 4(f) property.  Because Dingell-Johnson funds 
were used for the boardwalk, compensation requirements similar to those under Section 6(f) of the LWCF 
Act are applicable. 
 
Impacts of the proposed improvements in the vicinity of the Wietor Wharf Park under Alternative D, are 
shown in Exhibit 4-1 (Page 4-14), and include the following:   
 
• Construction of the new US 41 southbound collector/distributor roadway will impact approximately 

0.77 acres of the park 
• Approximately 50 linear feet of the existing boardwalk will be impacted     
• Access and usage of the park will not change    

 
Impacts of the proposed improvements in the vicinity of the Wietor Wharf Park under Alternative E, are 
shown in Exhibit 4-2 (Page 4-15), and include the following:   
 
• Construction of the new US 41 southbound exit ramp will impact approximately 0.40 acres of the 

park. 
• There will be no impacts to the existing boardwalk or other enahncements   
• Access and usage of the park will not change   

 
Deerfield Docks Park 
As noted in Section 4.2, Wietor Wharf Park is not a Section 4(f) property.  Because Dingell-Johnson funds 
were used for the boardwalk, compensation requirements similar to Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act are 
applicable.  
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Impacts of the proposed improvements in the vicinity of the Deerfield Docks Park under Alternative D, are 
shown in Exhibit 4-1 (Page 4-14), and include the following:  
  
• Construction of the new US 41 southbound collector/distributor roadway will impact approximately 

0.56 acres of the park 
• Approximately 325 linear feet of the existing boardwalk will be impacted     
• Access and usage of the park will not change   

 
Impacts of the proposed improvements in the vicinity of the Deerfield Docks under Alternative E, are 
shown in Exhibit 4-2 (Page 4-15), and include the following:   
 
• Construction of the new US 41 southbound exit ramp will impact approximately 0.09 acres of the 

park. 
• There will be no impacts to the existing boardwalk or other enhancements.  
• Access and usage of the park will not change   

 
Peats Lake Unit Property #1 
As noted in Section 4.2, this property is a Section 4(f) property.  In addition LWCF and ORAP funds were 
used to purchase this property; therefore compensation requirements under Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act 
and similar compensation under the ORAP program are applicable. 
 
Impacts of the proposed improvements in the vicinity of the Peats Lake Unit property #1 under Alternative 
D, are shown in Exhibit 4-1 (Page 4-14), and include the following:   
 
• Construction of the new I-43 northbound to US 41 northbound ramp requires approximately 5.5 

acres of right-of-way from this 11.8 acre parcel 
 
Impacts of the proposed improvements in the vicinity of the Peats Lake Unit property #1 under Alternative 
E, are shown in Exhibit 4-2 (Page 4-15), and include the following:   
 
• Construction of the new I-43 northbound to US 41 southbound ramp requires approximately 9.3 

acres of right-of-way from this 11.8 acre parcel 
 
Peats Lake Unit Property #3 
As noted in Section 4.2, this property is a Section 4(f) property.  In addition Pittman-Robertson and ORAP 
funds were used to purchase this property; therefore compensation requirements similar to Section 6(f) of 
the LWCF Act are applicable.  
 
Impacts of the proposed improvements in the vicinity of the Peats Lake Unit property #3 under Alternative 
D, are shown in Exhibit 4-1 (Page 4-14), and include the following:   
 
• Construction of the new US 41 northbound lanes over Duck Creek will impact approximately 1.0 

acres of this parcel 
• The cul-de-sac on East Deerfield Avenue will be moved approximately 800 feet to the north thus 

reducing the length of frontage road currently occupying this parcel    
 
Impacts of the proposed improvements in the vicinity of the Peats Lake Unit property #3 under Alternative 
E, are shown in Exhibit 4-2 (Page 4-15), and include the following:   
 
• Construction of the new US 41 northbound lanes over Duck Creek will impact approximately 1.3 

acres of this parcel 
• The cul-de-sac on East Deerfield Avenue will be moved approximately 800 feet to the north thus 

reducing the length of frontage road currently occupying this parcel    
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4.4  Avoidance / Other Alternatives 
 
The No Build Alternative would avoid impacts to Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources.  As discussed in 
Section 2, the No Build Alternative would fail to address key purpose and need factors such as providing 
additional capacity on US 41, improving traffic flow and safety, and addressing geometric and operational 
deficiencies. 
 
Due to the close proximity of the Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources to the existing freeway and its 
interchanges, there are no feasible and prudent Build Alternatives that would completely avoid impacts to 
these resources.  Realignment of the existing US 41 freeway mainline and the existing US 141/Velp 
Avenue and I-43 interchanges to avoid impacts to these resources is not feasible or prudent. 
  
A lower level of improvement as descried in Section 2.3.1 would include CD roads or auxiliary lanes and 
minor improvements to the US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43 interchanges, but no additional capacity on the 
US 41 mainline.  While this alternative would avoid Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources, it was 
eliminated from further consideration because it would not address the need for additional capacity on US 
41 to accommodate design year traffic volumes.     
 
Build Alternative B would have the least overall impact on Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources (total of 
2.2 acres of impact) and would avoid impacts to the Peats Lake Unit parcels along I-43 and along the 
west side of US 41.  As discussed in Section 2, Alternative B was eliminated from further consideration 
primarily because it would not address operational and safety issues resulting from the short weaving 
section along the US 41 mainline. 
 
Build Alternative C would have the greatest overall impact on Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources 
(total of 13.6 acres of impact).  As discussed in Section 2, one of the main reasons for eliminating 
Alternative C from further consideration was its magnitude of impacts to Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
resources compared to Alternatives D and E that were retained for further evaluation. 
 
Under Build Alternatives D and E, impacts to Lehner Park have been avoided by shifting the US 41 
alignment slightly to the west and utilizing retaining walls along the outside of the northbound off ramp.     
 

4.5  Measures to Minimize Adverse Impacts 
 
Alternatives D and E were designed to minimize impacts to Section 4(f) and/or Section 6(f) resources to 
the maximum extent practicable.  Specific measures to minimize impacts include the following:  
 
Alternative D 
• Using a bridge instead of fill embankment along the proposed ramp from northbound I-43 to 

northbound US 41 minimizes impacts to Peats Lake Unit property #1   
• Use of retaining walls along southbound US 41 minimizes impacts to Wietor Wharf Park and 

Deerfield Docks  
• Use of beamguard in high fill areas to allow for steeper slopes minimizes impacts to the Gordon 

Nauman Conservation Area and Peats Lake Unit property #3   
 
Alternative E 
• Lengthening the following structures instead of using embankment fill: 

o Northbound I-43 to northbound US 41 (minimizes impacts to Peats Lake Unit property #1) 
o Southbound US 41 off-ramp to US 141/Velp Avenue (minimizes impacts to the Gordon 

Nauman Conservation Area). 
• Use of retaining walls along southbound US 41 (minimizes impacts to Wietor Wharf Park and 

Deerfield Docks) 
• Use of beamguard in high fill areas to allow for steeper slopes (minimizes impacts to Peats Lake Unit 

property #3). 
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In recognition of potentially unavoidable impacts to the DNR Peats Lake Unit properties under the Build 
Alternatives for the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project, WisDOT proactively purchased a 
replacement parcel in consultation with DNR to mitigate the impacts during the project’s EIS phase. The 
approximate 18-acre “Peters” parcel is located at County M/Lineville Road and Bayshore Drive (See 
Exhibit 4-3 – “Peters” Parcel for Section 6(f) mitigation, page 4-17).  The site is a mix of shrub-scrub and 
shallow marsh wetland.   As noted previously, Alternative D would impact a total of 6.5 acres from the 
Peats Lake Unit properties and Alternative E would impact a total of 10.6 acres.  Therefore, the 
replacement “Peters” parcel will fully compensate the impacts of these alternatives.       
 
As noted previously, Alternative D would impact 0.55 acres at the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area,  
0.77 acres at Wietor Wharf Park, and 0.56 acres at Deerfield Docks Park.  In addition, Alternative D would 
affect approximately 50 linear feet of existing boardwalk at Wietor Wharf Park and approximately 325 
linear feet of boardwalk at Deerfield Docks Park.  Alternative E would impact 1.1 acres at the Gordon 
Nauman Conservation Area, 0.40 acres at Wietor Wharf Park, and 0.09 acres at Deerfield Docks Park.  
Alternative E would not impact the existing boardwalk at Wietor Wharf Park, and impacts to the boardwalk 
in Deerfield Docks park can be avoided assuming a short section of retaining wall is used. 
 
The boardwalks in Wietor Wharf Park and Deerfield Docks Park would be re-established under both 
Alternatives D and E. 
  
WisDOT discussed additional potential mitigation options with the Village of Howard for Section 4(f) 
impacts at the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area, and for impacts at Wietor Wharf Park and Deerfield 
Docks Park which were subsequently determined by FHWA to not be subject to Section 4(f) 
requirements.  See Section 4.6 for more information.  Potential mitigation options recommended by the 
Village of Howard include the following: 
 
• A bicycle/pedestrian bridge over Duck Creek (attached to the proposed US 41 structure), along 

with connections to the boardwalks in Wietor Wharf Park and Deerfield Docks Park   
• Paving of Wietor Drive from west of US 41 to the existing cul-de-sac  
• WisDOT purchase of a parcel of land adjacent to the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area, with 

the intention of allowing the Village of Howard to lease this parcel from WisDOT   
• Access path under US 41 along the north side of Duck Creek, potentially connecting the Deerfield 

Docks area west of US 41 to the East Deerfield Avenue cul-de-sac east of US 41   
 
See Exhibit 4-4 (Page 4-18) for the letter sent from the Village of Howard to WisDOT listing their Section 
4(f) mitigation requests, along with WisDOT response letter outlining which requests would qualify for 
Section 4(f) mitigation.   
 
Since the Draft EIS, the proposed mitigation measures noted above have been finalized by WisDOT in 
consultation with the Village of Howard.  See new Final EIS section 4.8 for updated information. 

 

4.6  Coordination 
 
WisDOT coordinated with the DNR property manager and a DNR real estate specialist on June 24, 2008 
concerning WisDOT acquisition of the “Peters” parcel to mitigate impacts to the Peats Lake Unit 
properties.  DNR concurred in acquisition of the “Peters” parcel and its suitability for mitigation.  However, 
because the impacted Peats Lake Unit properties involve LWCF funding, DNR noted that final approval of 
using the Peters parcel for Section 6(f) compensatin would need to be concurred in by the National Park 
Service.   
 
WisDOT met with the Village of Howard on November 5, 2010 to review the current build alternatives and 
to provide an update on the impacts to the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area, Wietor Wharf Park and 
Deerfield Docks Park.  Potential mitigation/enhancement measures were also discussed (see Section 4.5 
for additional information).    
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On November 19, 2010, the Village of Howard sent a letter to WisDOT indicating no objection to 
proposed improvements under Alternatives D and E in the vicinity of the Gordon Nauman Conservation 
Area, Wietor Wharf Park and Deerfield Docks Park.  In addition, in this letter the Village of Howard 
recommended several measures to mitigate impacts to the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area, Wietor 
Wharf Park and Deerfield Docks Park for Alternaties D and E (see Section 4.5 for more information).  This 
letter and WisDOT’s response is included in Exhibit 4-4 (Page 4-18). 
   
On October 1, 2010, WisDOT sent a letter to the National Park Service notifying them about the proposed 
project, current build alternatives, and potential impacts on lands funded with LWCF, ORAP, Pittman-
Robertson, and Dingell-Johnson funds.  Information on the proposed “Peters” compensation parcel was 
also provided.    
 
Further coordination with DNR and the National Park Service in the engineering design phase will 
determine if any other compensation is required. 
 

4.7  Updated Public Use Land Impacts for Preferred Alternative E 
 
Build Alternatives D and E as described in Section 2, remained under consideration through the public 
hearing held on March 2, 2011.  After reviewing public and agency input received during the public 
hearing and Draft EIS comment period that ended on March 28, 2011, WisDOT and FHWA selected 
Alternative E, with refinements, as the preferred alternative.  See EIS subsection 2.4.2 for more 
information. 
 
The design refinements/updates to Alternative E listed below have resulted in some changes to public 
use land impacts from those reported in the Draft EIS.   
 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Accommodations 
Previously proposed bicycle/pedestrian accommodations at the I-43 interchange under Alternatives D and 
E are shown in Exhibits 4-1 (Page 4-14) and 4-2 (Page 4-15).  Based on additional coordination with the 
Village of Howard and more design detail for Preferred Alternative E since the Draft EIS, the proposed 
bicycle/pedestrian accommodations have been updated as shown in new Exhibit 4-2A (Page 4-16).  The 
main update was extending the bicycle/pedestrian path to the east side of US 41 where it would connect 
with the East Deerfield Avenue frontage road.   
 
The updated bicycle/pedestrian path shown in Exhibit 4-2A would be located mostly within the impact 
footprint for the US 41 improvements under Preferred Alternative E.  Therefore, only negligible additional 
impacts to wetlands and to the DNR Peats Lake Unit Property #3 (east of US 41 and north of Duck 
Creek) would occur.  
 
Maintenance Access Roads 
Since the Draft EIS, WisDOT has identified possible locations for permanent access roads that will be 
needed for maintenance access and protection of the new structures at the I-43 interchange under 
Alternatives D and E.  See new Final EIS subsection 3.18.10 and Exhibits 3-10 and 3-11 for more 
information. 
 
Under Preferred Alternative E, the maintenance access road for the northbound I-43 to southbound US 
41 flyover ramp will require approximately 1.1 acres of additional permanent fill/right-or-way acquisition at 
the DNR Peats Lake Unit Property #1 in the southeast quadrant of the I-43 interchange.    
 
In summary, Preferred Alternative E as updated and refined will have the following impacts to public use 
lands.  These impacts are also displayed in the impact table in Exhibit S-3.   
 
Gordon Nauman Conservation Area 
• Construction of the new US 41 southbound exit ramp requires approximately 1.1 acres of right-of-way 

from this resource (same as Draft EIS). 
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Wietor Wharf Park 
• Construction of the new US 41 southbound exit ramp will impact approximately 0.75 acres of this park 

(0.40 acres previously reported in Draft EIS). 
• There will be no impacts to the existing boardwalk or other enhancements (same as Draft EIS). 
• Access and usage of the park will not change. 

 
Deerfield Docks 
• Construction of the new US 41 southbound exit ramp will impact approximately 0.48 acres of this park 

(0.09 acres previously reported in Draft EIS). 
• There will be no impacts to the existing boardwalk or other enhancements (same as Draft EIS). 
• Access and usage of the park will not change. 

 
Peats Lake Unit Property #1 
• Construction of the new northbound I-43 to southbound US 41 flyover ramp requires approximately 9.2 

acres of right-of-way from this property (9.3 acres previously reported in Draft EIS). 
• Construction of permanent maintenance access roads for the new flyover ramps will require 

approximately 1.1 acres of additional fill/right-of-way acquisition at this resource (not previously 
reported in Draft EIS). 

  
Peats Lake Unit Property #3 
• Construction of the new US 41 northbound lanes over Duck Creek will impact approximately 2.25 

acres of this parcel (1.3 acres previously reported in Draft EIS).   
• The cul-de-sac on East Deerfield Avenue will be moved approximately 800 feet to the north, thus 

reducing the length of frontage road currently occupying this parcel (same as Draft EIS).  
 

4.8  Updated Mitigation Measures for Preferred Alternative E 
 
The preliminary mitigation measures for impacts to the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area, Wietor Wharf 
Park, and Deerfield Docks Park as discussed in section 4.5 have been updated based on additional 
coordination with the Village of Howard.  The updated mitigation measures include the following: 
 
• Construction of a bicylce/pedestrian path crossing at Duck Creek and path connections to the Wietor 

Wharf and Deerfield Docks areas. 
• Construction of an access path under US 41 along the north side of Duck Creek, connecting the 

Deerfield Docks area west of US 41 to the East Deerfield Avenue cul-de-sac east of US 41. 
 
Previously proposed paving of Wietor Drive from west of US 41 to the cul-de-sac east of US 41 and 
purchase of a parcel adjacent o the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area are no longer being proposed as 
mitigation measures.  
 
The Village of Howard concurred in the updated mitigation measures on May 18, 2011.  See new Final 
EIS Exhibit 4-5 (Page 22).   
 
4.9  Conclusion 
 
Based upon the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from 
the Gordon Nauman Conservation Area, Wietor Wharf Park, Deerfield Docks Park, or the Peat’s Lake 
Unit properties under Preferred Alternative E.  The proposed action includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to these properties resulting from such use.   
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SECTION 5 
Public Involvement and Agency Coordination 
 
Introduction 
 
Section 5 discusses public involvement, coordination with State and Federal review agencies, and 
coordination with Native American Tribes that has occurred during development of purpose and need and 
alternatives for the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project.  In accordance with Executive Order 
12898 on Environmental Justice, the public involvement process was open to all residents and population 
groups in the study area and did not exclude any persons because of income, race, religion, national 
origin, sex, age, or handicap.  As discussed in Section 3, no environmental justice groups or individuals 
were identified in the US 41 study area that would warrant special public outreach efforts beyond those 
described below. 
 
Information on agency coordination during Final EIS activities is provided in new Final EIS subsection 
5.3.3.  A summary of the March 2, 2011 public hearing is provided in new Final EIS subsection 5.4.   
 

5.1  Public Involvement 
 
Public involvement concerning proposed improvements in the Brown County US 41 corridor has been 
ongoing since the original US 41 corridor study completed in 2003 (see EIS Summary for more 
information about the original corridor study).  As part of the original corridor study, public information 
meetings were held on May 24, 2000 and September 20, 2000, and a public hearing was held on August 
28, 2002.  The last public meeting covering design and environmental aspects of the overall Brown 
County US 41 corridor was held on November 27-28, 2007.  It should be noted that the County M 
interchange was not part of the original corridor study or the proposed improvements presented at the 
November 27-28, 2007 public meeting. 
 
Additional public meetings focusing on particular project sections have been held in the project’s 
engineering design phase.  A public information meeting on the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M 
section was held on March 27, 2007.  At that time, the County M interchange was not part of the 
proposed improvements.  This interchange was added to the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project 
section in 2009.   
   
Recent public involvement that has occurred during the current EIS phase for the Memorial Drive to 
County M project section, including the County M interchange, is summarized below. 
    
5.1.1 Public Information Meetings 
 
Two open-house public information meetings were held during preparation of the EIS for the Memorial 
Drive to County M project section.  The first meeting was held on March 3, 2010.  The purpose was to 
obtain input on purpose and need, current design alternatives, and to discuss any concerns or issues that 
should be considered during further development and refinement of the alternatives.  Information was 
also presented on the EIS process and schedule.  The following alternatives were presented and 
discussed: 
 
• Alternative A—No Build 
• Alternative B—US 41 expansion with minor ramp improvements to I-43/US 41 interchange 
• Alternative C—US 41 expansion with C/D roadways between US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43 
• Alternative D—US 41 expansion with C/D roadways between US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43 and 

compatibility of I-43/US 41 interchange to full reconfiguration 
• Alternative E—US 41 expansion with full reconfiguration of I-43/US 41 interchange 
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The meeting was held at the Bay View Middle School from 5-7 p.m. with a presentation at 5:15 p.m. 
followed by a general question and answer session.  It was attended by about 150 people.  In general, 
attendees expressed support for the US 41 improvements.  Several people expressed concern about 
removal of existing access between US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43 via US 41 under Alternative E and 
stated removal of this access would cause travel indirection, impacts to existing businesses, and would 
affect emergency vehicle response time.  On the other hand, several people supported Alternative E 
because it would eliminate the existing loop ramps at the I-43 interchange.  There was little support for 
Alternative B because it would not adequately address congestion and safety concerns.  Those who 
supported Alternative C at this PIM stated it would have fewer environmental impacts.           
 
Other comments/discussion included roundabouts and their ability to handle large trucks, real estate 
acquisition, noise impacts, construction staging, detours and road closures, access to Duck Creek and 
Wietor Wharf Park, changes that could occur due to future conversion of US 41 to an Interstate Highway, 
and questions on the project schedule.    
 
The second public information meeting was held on August 18, 2010.  The purpose was to obtain input 
on the refined alternatives and their impacts.  Main differences since the March 3, 2010 meeting included 
elimination of Alternative B, longer bridges to minimize wetland impacts, and realignment of Beaver Dam 
Creek at the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange.  Refinements to Alternatives C and D included further 
improvements to the southbound US 41 to southbound I-43 ramp and the northbound I-43 to northbound 
US 41 ramp to meet Interstate standards.  The indirect/inside loop ramps at the I-43 interchange were 
also improved to provide higher travel speeds for vehicles exiting and entering the C/D roadways.  There 
were no substantive refinements to Alternative E.  Information was also presented on the EIS process 
and schedule.   
 
The meeting was held at the Bay View Middle School from 5-7 p.m. with a presentation at 5:15 p.m. 
followed by a general question and answer session.  It was attended by about 150 people.  In general, 
attendees continued to support the US 41 improvements.  There was overall support for elimination of 
Alternative B.  There was continued support for Alternative E because it would eliminate the existing loop 
ramps at the I-43 interchange, but also concern about removal of existing access between US 141/Velp 
Avenue and I-43 via US 41.  Some people supported Alternative D because it would minimize 
environmental impacts and maintain access from US 141/Velp Avenue to I-43 via US 41.           
 
Other comments were similar to those received at the March 3 public information meeting.  Residents in 
the Island Court area expressed concern about displacement of additional homes due to the Beaver Dam 
Creek realignment, and noise impacts to homes that would remain along Island Court. 
 
Both public meetings were announced through notices sent to property owners within ½ mile of the 
project corridor, local officials, elected officials and other interests.  WisDOT also announced the meetings 
through news releases in area newspapers and other media.  Flyers were also distributed to local 
businesses about a week prior to the meetings.  Meeting handouts included information on project 
purpose and need, alternatives, the EIS process and schedule, contact information, and a comment form.  
 
In addition to the project public information meetings, WisDOT held a neighborhood meeting on August 
25, 2010 to let area residents know about the Resort Road wetland mitigation site and the proposed 
construction schedule.    
 

5.1.2 Public Information Web Site 
 
A US 41 project website was established by WisDOT to disseminate project information.  The website 
contains information about the proposed improvements, public information meetings, and documents 
related to the environmental process.  The website address is: 
http://us41wisconsin.gov/overview/special-project-features/improved-interchanges.  
 
 
 

http://us41wisconsin.gov/overview/special-project-features/improved-interchanges�
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5.1.3 Other Public Outreach Activities 
 
As part of the EIS process, coordination with agencies and others who may be interested in the project is 
being done under environmental coordination procedures established in the 2005 federal transportation 
bill, SAFETEA-LU (Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act—A Legacy for Users).    
Section 6002, Efficient Environmental Reviews for Project Decision making, includes an opportunity for 
agencies, local officials and others to participate in the environmental review process by providing input 
on information being prepared for the environmental document and sharing views or concerns on the 
need for proposed improvements, alternatives being considered, potential impacts, mitigation, and other 
environmental aspects. 
 
The SAFETEA-LU environmental process includes the following key activities:   
 
• Lead agency invites other agencies, local officials and other interests to become cooperating or 

participating agencies in the environmental review process.   
o The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and WisDOT are joint lead agencies for the 

US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project and are responsible for managing the 
environmental review and documentation process.   

o Cooperating agencies are those that have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with 
respect to the project’s environmental impacts. 

o Participating agencies are those that have an interest in the project. 
• Preparation of a Coordination Plan (CP) to communicate how and when the lead agencies will 

obtain public and agency participation in the environmental review process. 
• Preparation of an Impact Analysis Methodology (IAM) to communicate how the impacts of the 

proposed transportation project and its alternatives will be evaluated. 
 
SAFETEA-LU activities for the US 41 Memorial County M project are summarized below. 
 
September 16, 2009—FHWA and WisDOT sent letters to state and federal review agencies, local 
officials, and Native American Tribes inviting them to be cooperating or participating agencies as 
applicable.  The draft CP and IAM were also sent with this invitation letter and those agencies interested 
in becoming cooperating or participating agencies were also asked to provide comments on these 
documents.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) agreed to be cooperating agencies.  The U.S. Department of the Interior Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Fish & Wildlife Service), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Bay-Lake Regional 
Planning Commission, and the Brown County Planning Commission/Green Bay Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) agreed to be participating agencies.  More information on agency responses is 
provided in Section 5.3. 
 
February 17, 2010—Revised CP and IAM sent to all cooperating and participating agencies along with an 
invitation to the March 3, 2010 agency scoping meeting. 
 
March 3, 2010—CP and IAM briefly reviewed at the agency scoping meeting and public information 
meeting held on this date. 
 
August 18, 2010—CP and IAM (as revised) made available at the public information meeting held on this 
date. 
 
September 22, 1010—CP and IAM (as revised) available at the agency coordination meeting held on this 
date. 
 
Any future changes to the CP and IAM will be posted on WisDOT’s US 41 website noted in section 5.1.2.  
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5.2 Coordination with Local Officials 
 
Coordination with local officials concerning proposed improvements in the Brown County US 41 corridor 
has been ongoing since the original US 41 corridor study completed in 2003.  WisDOT has held several 
meetings with local officials to obtain information on communities in the US 41 corridor, local planning 
efforts, and input on the proposed improvements. 
 
Recent coordination on environmental and design aspects of the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M 
project is summarized below.    
 
February 27, 2007—Local Officials meeting to review and obtain input on engineering design and 
environmental aspects of the overall Brown County US 41 corridor.  The County M interchange was not 
part of the proposed improvements at that time.    
 
November 14, 2007—Local Officials Meeting to discuss project prior to the November 27-28 public 
information meeting that covered engineering design and environmental aspects of the overall Brown 
County US 41 corridor.  The County M interchange was not part of the proposed improvements at that 
time. 
 
January 11, 2008—Village of Howard provided input on engineering design and environmental aspects of 
proposed improvements in the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project section.  The County M 
interchange was not part of the proposed improvements at that time. 
 
March 1, 2010—Local officials meeting to obtain input on the alternatives and other project aspects prior 
to the March 3, 2010 public information meeting.  Input from the local officials meeting assisted WisDOT 
in further evaluation and refinement of the alternatives. 
 
March 3, 2010—Representatives from the Brown County Planning Commission/Green Bay MPO and 
Village of Howard attended the agency scoping meeting held on this date. 
 
October 5, 2010—Local officials participated in an expert panel workshop as part of the Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects (ICE) analysis for the project.  Based on their expertise regarding local and regional 
land use planning, workshop participants assisted in identifying potential indirect and cumulative effects of 
the no build and build alternatives.  See section 3.2 for information on the ICE analysis. 
 
November 5, 2010—Meeting with the Village of Howard to discuss Alternatives D and E and the impacts 
of these alternatives on Wietor Wharf Park, Deerfield Docks, and the Gordon Nauman Conservation 
Area.  A conceptual layout for a possible bicycle/pedestrian path across Duck Creek was also discussed.     
 
November 19, 2010—Letter from the Village of Howard indicating their approval of currently proposed 
Alternative D and Alternative E.  In addition, they provided several mitigation requests for the anticipated 
impacts associated with Alternative D and Alternative E to Wietor Wharf Park, Deerfield Docks, and the 
Gordon Nauman Conservation Area.  See Section 4 for more information.   
 
5.3 Resource Agency and Native American Tribe Coordination  
 
Coordination with state and federal review agencies and Native American Tribes concerning proposed 
improvements in the Brown County US 41 corridor has been ongoing since the original US 41 corridor 
study completed in 2003.  At that time, improvement concepts in the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M 
section included providing additional capacity on the US 41 mainline, adding northbound and southbound 
C/D roadways between the US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43 interchanges, making minor improvements to 
the existing US 141/Velp Avenue interchange, and making minor geometric modifications to the I-43 
interchange. As noted previously, the County M interchange was not part of the original corridor study. 
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Updated coordination has occurred throughout the preliminary design phase to account for refinements to 
the original improvement concepts, development of additional alternatives, and changes in environmental 
effects.  In the 2006-2008 timeframe, WisDOT began preparing an updated Environmental Assessment 
(EA) for the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project section, including updated coordination with state 
and federal review agencies and Native American Tribes.  At that time, proposed improvements included 
providing additional capacity on the US 41 mainline, adding outside auxiliary lanes, reconstruction of the 
US 141/Velp Avenue interchange including roundabouts at the interchange ramp terminals, 
reconfiguration of the I-43 interchange to remove the existing tight loop ramps, and reconstruction of I-43 
between US 41 and Atkinson Drive.  The County M interchange was not included in the proposed 
improvements. 
 
In 2008, WisDOT and FHWA determined that an EIS would be prepared for the US 41 Memorial Drive to 
County M section based on agency concerns about the magnitude of wetland impacts for the build 
alternatives.  It was also determined that the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 environmental process would be 
followed.     
 
Given the extent of additional alternatives development that has occurred in the US 41 Memorial Drive to 
County M project section, including the addition of the County M interchange to this project in 2009, much 
of the agency input during the original corridor study is no longer applicable.  Therefore, only the more 
recent/applicable agency coordination (2006 to present) is summarized in sections 5.3.1 and 5.3.2.      
 
5.3.1  Agency Coordination Prior to Current EIS 
 
Key agency coordination that occurred in the 2006-2008 timeframe, prior to the decision to prepare an 
EIS for the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project section is summarized below.  Agency 
correspondence is included in Appendix C.  It should be noted that the County M interchange was not 
part of the Memorial Drive to County M project during the 2006-2008 agency coordination timeframe.     
 
May, 2006—WisDOT conducted a value engineering study to identify factors that should be considered in 
further development and refinement of the alternatives.  The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) participated in the study, providing information on wetlands and other natural resources that could 
potentially be affected by the proposed improvements.   
   
October 23, 2006—Agency coordination meeting to acquaint agencies with the proposed improvements, 
review potentially affected resources, review preliminary design concepts, and obtain initial input.  The 
meeting was attended by representatives from the DNR, USACE, Fish & Wildlife, and EPA.     
 
January 2007—Letters to state and federal review agencies and Native American Tribes providing an 
update on the proposed improvements and requesting input on natural resources, cultural resources and 
other aspects.     
 
January 23, 2007 (Appendix C, page C1)—Response from Stockbridge-Munsee indicating the proposed 
project does not appear to be in a region of archaeological interest to this tribe.   
  
January 29, 2007 (Appendix C, page C2)—Response from Ho-Chunk Nation indicating they would 
conduct an internal archival and cultural review and noting that if there are Traditional Cultural Properties 
associated with the Ho-Chunk in the project’s area of potential effect, the tribe would like to discuss such 
properties with WisDOT; requested notification if any cultural materials were located. 
     
February 5, 2007—WisDOT meeting with DNR to discuss potential impacts to Beaver Dam Creek and 
Duck Creek. 
  
February 14, 2007 (Appendix C, page C3)—Response from Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas 
and Nebraska indicating no objection to the project; requested that their NAGPRA representative be 
notified if any human skeletal remains would be located during construction.     
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February 13, 2007 (Appendix C, page C4)—Response from Fish & Wildlife providing information on 
federally listed threatened or endangered species, comments on the alternatives with respect to the 
Beaver Dam Creek and Duck Creek crossings, information on migratory birds, and general comments on 
the potential resource impacts of the proposed alternatives.    
  
February 21, 2007 (Appendix C, page C5)—Response from USACE acknowledging the need to prepare 
an updated environmental document for the US 41/I-43 interchange reconstruction, noting that the project 
will have substantial wetland impacts, and requesting participation as a cooperating agency in the 
environmental review process.     
 
October 23, 2007—WisDOT notification to Native American Tribes concerning proposed US 41 
improvements under the US 41 Green Bay to Abrams corridor preservation study (WisDOT Project I.D. 
1150-46-00).  This preservation study included proposed improvements at the County M interchange 
which were subsequently added to the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project in 2009 (WisDOT 
Project I.D. 1133-10-01). 
 
October 30, 2007 (Appendix C, page C6)—Response from Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa 
indicating no objection to the Green Bay to Abrams corridor preservation study; requested that their 
NAGPRA representative be notified if any human skeletal remains would be located during construction. 
 
November 2, 2007 (Appendix C, page C7)—Response from Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians indicating interest in the Green Bay to Abrams corridor preservation study and noting 
the project could have potential impacts to historic properties located within aboriginal territory of the Lac 
du Flambeau Band; requested a copy of the archaeological survey report and stated they would like to be 
a consulting party under Section 106 if any historic properties are affected by the project. 
 
November 30, 2007 (Appendix C, page C8)—Response from Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas 
and Nebraska indicating no objection to the Green Bay to Abrams corridor preservation study; requested 
that their NAGPRA representative be notified if any human skeletal remains would be located during 
construction. 
 
March 7, 2008 (Appendix C, page C9)—Letter from DNR providing information on wetlands, 
wildlife/fisheries and threatened or endangered resources in the project corridor.  DNR also provided 
general comments on minimizing the spread of invasive species, avoiding/minimizing wetland impacts to 
the extent possible, Section 6(f) land conversion, erosion control, construction constraint dates to protect 
fish spawning, floodplain backwater requirements, and proper disposal of any demolition material.  DNR 
also provided specific comments on potential resource impacts and other aspects of the alternatives 
being considered.    
  
May 29, 2008—Agency coordination meeting to provide an update on engineering design and 
environmental aspects of proposed improvements in the overall Brown County US 41 corridor.  
Representatives from EPA, USACE, and DNR attended.   It was at this meeting that agencies expressed 
concern about the amount of wetland impacts in the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project section  
and recommended that updated environmental documentation for this project section be an EIS rather 
than the previously proposed EA.  Based on agency input, FHWA and WisDOT agreed to prepare an EIS 
for this project section.    
  
June 17, 2008 (Appendix C, page C10)—Wisconsin Historical Society, State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) concurrence in Section 106 addendum for updated cultural resource investigations in the US 
141/Velp Avenue and I-43 interchange area.  See section 3.15 for more information.   
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5.3.2 Agency Coordination During  Draft EIS Activities 
 
Key agency coordination that occurred in the Draft EIS phase (2009-2010 timeframe) for the US 41 
Memorial Drive to County M project section is summarized below.  Agency correspondence is included in 
Appendix C. It should be noted that the County M interchange has now been included in the Memorial 
Drive to County M project.       
 
June 10, 2009—Notice of Intent to prepare a Draft EIS published in the Federal Register.  
 
September, 2009—The Section SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 environmental process was initiated.  See 
section 5.1.3 for more information.  
 
October 8, 2009 (Appendix C, page C11)—Letter from Fish & Wildlife agreeing to be a participating 
agency under the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 environmental process.  They also reiterated previous 
concerns about wetland impacts, particularly those adjacent to Duck Creek and the bay of Green Bay.  
They did not have any comments on the CP or IAM. 
   
October 15, 2009 (Appendix C, page C12)—Letter from Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission 
agreeing to be a participating agency under the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 environmental process.  
They also recommended adding the Brown County Land Conservation Department and Wisconsin 
Coastal Zone Management Program to the agency coordination list. 
 
October 20, 2009 (Appendix C, page C13)—E-mail from Brown County Planning Commission agreeing to 
be a participating agency under the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 environmental process, and noting that 
the same contact person would also represent the Green Bay Metropolitan Planning Organization. 
     
October 21, 2009 (Appendix C, page C14)—Letter from DNR agreeing to be a cooperating agency under 
the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 environmental process.  In addition, DNR requested revisions to the  IAM 
concerning surveys/assessments for threatened and endangered species, and requested that 
construction impacts outside of the project limits be considered (i.e. borrow pits). 
 
October 30, 2009 (Appendix C, page C15)—Letter from USACE agreeing to be a cooperating agency 
under the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 environmental process.  In addition, the USACE provided 
comments on the CP (clarifications and revisions to the required review times), and the IAM (analysis of 
wetland impacts and consideration of borrow pits). 
 
November 3, 2009 (Appendix C, page C16)—Letter from EPA agreeing to be a participating agency 
under the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 environmental process. 
 
March 3, 2010—Agency scoping meeting and field trip to update agencies on design and environmental 
aspects of the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project.  Discussion included review of project purpose 
and need, range of alternatives being considered, environmental impacts, and updates to the CP and 
IAM.  Representatives from Fish & Wildlife, EPA, USACE, DNR, Village of Howard, and the Brown 
County Planning Commission/Green Bay Metropolitan Planning Organization attended the meeting.  Key 
agency comments and concerns included the following: 
 
• Role of the Interchange Access Justification Report (IAJR) in determining the viability of the build 

alternatives and a request that the IAJR information sent to FHWA headquarters reflect the 
magnitude of impacts for the alternatives.  Agencies also recommended that the results of the 
IAJR effort be included in the EIS. 

• Concern about the amount of wetland impact of the build alternatives and discussion about 
additional measures that could be considered to minimize wetland impacts such as eliminating 
the proposed Memorial Drive extension to Wietor Wharf Park. 

• Concern about potential indirect and cumulative effects, particularly in the northwest quadrant of 
the US 141/Velp avenue interchange, adjacent to Duck Creek.  

 



5-8 
 

April 5, 2010 (Appendix C, page C17)—Letter from USACE providing comments on IAM, requesting that 
it include further information on how utility displacements and material borrow sites would be addressed 
in the EIS.  
 
May 11, 2010—Meeting with DNR and USACE to review stream crossings.  The meeting focused on 
Beaver Dam Creek, Duck Creek, and an intermittent stream north of County M.  
  
June 14, 2010—Meeting with DNR, USACE and EPA to discuss opportunities for minimizing wetland 
impacts.  The meeting focused on lengthening structures and maintaining existing access to Wietor Wharf 
Park.  Discussion also included the extent of the ordinary high water mark for the bay of Green Bay, and 
implications for future permit applications under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act.  
 
July 21, 2010—Meeting with DNR and USACE to discuss the proposed Beaver Dam Creek realignment 
at the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange.  
  
September 22, 2010—Agency coordination meeting to review updated alternatives and environmental 
impacts, and to review/discuss draft EIS Section 1 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2 (Alternatives).  
Representatives from DNR, EPA, USACE and Fish & Wildlife attended the meeting.  Agencies were 
asked to provide their informal comments on Sections 1 and 2 following the meeting. 
 
September 23, 2010—DNR provided informal comments on draft EIS Sections 1 and 2.  They requested 
additional information on the proposed 5-legged roundabout and local frontage road at the US 141/Velp 
Avenue interchange compared to a 4-legged roundabout without the local frontage road.  DNR did not 
object to Alternative C being eliminated from further consideration.  
 
September 27, 2010—Letter to Native American Tribes providing an update on proposed improvements 
and alternatives and offering an opportunity to comment on cultural resource aspects.  
 
September 29, 2010—USACE provided informal comments on draft EIS Sections 1 and 2.  They 
requested additional information in the purpose discussion to provide a better link to the need factors and 
the alternatives.  They also requested additional information on the proposed 5-legged roundabout and 
local frontage road at the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange compared to a 4-legged roundabout without 
the local frontage road, and additional justification for recommending that Alternative C be eliminated from 
further consideration. 
 
October 1, 2010—Letter to National Park Service (NPS) notifying them about the proposed project, 
impacts on lands funded with LWCF, ORAP, Pittman-Robertson, and Dingell-Johnson funds, and 
providing information on proposed mitigation.      
 
October 6, 2010—EPA provided informal comments on the draft EIS Sections 1 and 2.  They requested 
additional information in the purpose discussion to better support the need factors and the alternatives. 
 
October 19, 2010—Letter to cooperating and participating agencies providing an opportunity to review 
updated EIS Sections 1 and 2 (revised based on informal comments received after the September 27, 
2010 agency coordination meeting) and requesting formal concurrence in these EIS sections.  An 
updated environmental impact matrix was also sent to the agencies for informational purposes. 
 
November 5-12, 2010 (Appendix C, page C18)—E-mail from EPA asking why it would be necessary to 
have the frontage road [at the 5-legged roundabout] connect to Memorial Drive, and follow up e-mail from 
WisDOT explaining that the frontage road (fifth leg of the roundabout) is required by FHWA to provide 
connectivity to a local street rather than being a dead end. 
 
November 9-17, 2010 (Appendix C, page C19)—E-mail from Brown County Planning Commission asking 
for additional clarification on why Alternative C is being recommended for elimination from further 
consideration, and additional e-mail exchanges with WisDOT.  On November 17, Brown County 
concurred in EIS Sections 1 and 2 based on additional clarification added to EIS Section 2.2.3.   
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November 11, 2010 (Appendix C, page C20)—Letter from DNR concurring in EIS Sections 1 and 2 
provided some additional comments are addressed, mainly concerning the proposed 5-legged 
roundabout at the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange.  
 
November 17, 2010 (Appendix C, page C21)—E-mail from Bay Lake Regional Planning Commission 
concurring in EIS Sections 1 and 2. 
 
November 17, 2010 (Appendix C, page C22)—Letter from EPA concurring in EIS Sections 1 and 2 and 
recommending that additional information (per November 5-12 e-mail exchange with WisDOT) be 
provided in the EIS regarding the need to connect the 5-legged roundabout frontage road to a public 
street rather than making it a dead end. 
 
November 18, 2010 (Appendix C, page C23)—Letter from USACE concurring in EIS Section 1 but noting 
they would like to see more information on the need for local traffic alternatives to justify consideration of 
the five-legged roundabout option.  The USACE provided conditional concurrence in EIS Section 2, 
requesting that the five-legged roundabout not be retained as the only option, that this roundabout be 
designed to accommodate a future “fifth spoke” without constructing it, and that longer bridges be 
considered to facilitate construction of the fifth leg (frontage road).      
 
November 22, 2010 (Appendix C, page C24)—Letter from Fish and Wildlife Service providing comments 
on EIS Sections 1 and 2 concerning the description of the proposed action, purpose and need discussion 
and lack of including wetland types in the alternatives discussion.     
 
December 29, 2010 (Appendix C, page C25)—SHPO concurrence in Section 106 addendum for updated 
cultural resource investigations in the US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43 interchange area, and at the County 
M interchange.  See section 3.15 for more information.  
 
5.3.3   Agency Coordination During Final EIS Activities 
 
Key agency comments on the Draft EIS are summarized as follows.  Agency letters and WisDOT 
comment responses are provided in Appendix C. 
 
March 11, 2011(Appendix C, page C27)—DNR requested that the Final EIS include a brief description of 
the goals of the Resort Road wetland mitigation site, information on how the functional values of impacted 
wetlands will be mitigated at the mitigation site, additional information on potential environmental impacts 
associated with material borrow sites, and ways to minimize the impacts. 
 
March 21, 2011 (Appendix C, page C28)—Department of the Interior requested additional information on 
minimizing wetland fragmentation and maintaining or creating viable habitat corridors between 
fragmented wetlands. They also recommended a bottomless culvert for the realigned Beaver Dam Creek 
and commented on construction timing relative to the breeding/nesting seasons for migratory birds.   
 
March 23, 2011 (Appendix C, page C29)—U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requested more 
detailed information on impacts to wetland functions and values, quality of affected wetlands, additional 
wetland impacts due to utility adjustments, and proposed mitigation.  Other comments included design 
recommendations for the Beaver Dam Creek realignment, request for more information on possible 
indirect effects caused by changes in traffic patterns due to removing the existing Velp Avenue access to 
I-43, recommendation for buffers along realigned Beaver Dam Creek, and a request for additional 
information on indirect and cumulative impacts relative to threatened and endangered species.   
 
March 24, 2011 (Appendix C, page C30)—U.S. Army Corps of Engineers requested that the status of the 
5-leg roundabout be clarified in the Final EIS, noted that previous (2006) wetland delineations would need 
to be updated prior to Clean Water Act permit activities, requested being involved in development of 
wetland mitigation sites, and requested that borrow material for the project not be obtained from U.S. 
waters unless authorized by the Corps.  
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In accordance with the Coordination Plan prepared as part of the SAFETEA-LU environmental process, 
participating and cooperating agencies were notified about the preferred alternative (Alternative E) and 
provided an opportunity to concur.  A Preferred Alternative Technical Memorandum was distributed to 
agencies on April 22, 2011.  The memorandum included updated information on Alternative E and 
reasons why it was selected by WisDOT and FHWA as the preferred alternative for presentation in the 
Final EIS.  Agency input on the preferred alternative is summarized as follows: 
 
May 19, 2011 (Appendix C, page C31)—E-mail correspondence with Brown County Planning 
Commission.  Brown County had no comments on the preferred alternative. 
 
May 19, 2011 (Appendix C, page C32)—E-mail correspondence with the Village of Howard.  The Village 
of Howard indicated WisDOT has kept them informed about the preferred alternative and that the Village 
Board has not taken a position or commented on the preferred alternative. 
 
May 19, 2011 (Appendix C, page C33)—Letter from USACE concurring in the preferred alternative. 
 
May 19, 2011 (Appendix C, page C34)—Letter from DNR supporting WisDOT’s selection of Alternative E 
as the preferred alternative. 
 
May 23, 2011 (Appendix C, page C35)—Letter from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicating WisDOT has 
addressed their concerns in the preliminary responses to agency comments on the Draft EIS and that 
they therefore concur in the preferred alternative.  Fish & Wildlife reiterated their desire to see a final letter 
from the Village of Howard agreeing to the proposed Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) mitigation measures.  
The Village of Howard letter dated May 18, 2011 is provided in EIS Section 4 as Exhibit 4-5. 
 
May 24, 2011 (Appendix C, page C36)—Letter from EPA concurring in the preferred alternative.  
 

5.4 Public Hearing 
 
The Draft EIS was distributed to agencies and made available for public review by WisDOT on January 
26, 2011 and the Draft EIS notice of availability was published in the Federal Register on February 11, 
2011.  The public hearing was held on March 2, 2011 from 5 p.m. to 8 p.m. at the Bay View Middle 
School in the Village of Howard.  The hearing was attended by approximately 140 people.  See 
subheading 5.4.4 for information on public input. 
 

5.4.1 Hearing Notices 
 
Legal notices announcing the public hearing were published in the Green Bay Press Gazette (February 2, 
2011 and the Ashwaubenon-Howard-Suamico Press (February 4, 2011).  Paid display ads announcing 
the hearing were also published in these newspapers (Press Gazette on February 22, 2011, and Suamico 
Press on February 25, 2011).  WisDOT also sent a news release to area media on February 22, 2011 
and February 28, 2011. 
 
In addition to these general public hearing announcements, WisDOT sent a letter-style hearing notice on 
February 15, 2011 to persons on the project’s mailing list.  The mailing list includes local officials, elected 
officials, state and federal review agencies, Native American Tribes, owners/occupants of homes and 
businesses within the project’s area of effect, and other interests.  
 
The hearing notices included a list of local repositories where the Draft EIS could be reviewed (three 
Brown County library branches in Green Bay, a Brown County library branch in the Village of Howard, 
and the WisDOT US 41 Brown County project office at the US 41/Mason Street interchange). 
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5.4.2 Hearing Displays and Other Materials 
 
The following displays and other materials were available at the public hearing. 
 
Displays 
• Proposed Design Alternatives – Proposed improvements for Alternatives D and E  

• US 41 Brown County Project Overview Map – Overall US 41 Brown County project limits and limits of  
various US  41 project sections  

• Typical Finished Sections – Cross sections of the proposed US 41 roadway  

• Alternatives Comparison of Environmental Impacts – Environmental impact summary for the no build 
alternative and initial range of build alternatives considered in Draft EIS 

• Ramp Types and Speeds – Background information on the different types of ramps proposed to connect 
US 41 with I-43  

• 2005 – 2007 Crash Data – Locations of crashes within the project limits during that time period 
• Daily Traffic Comparison of Alternatives C, D, and E – Comparison of future traffic volumes on area 

roadways for Alternatives C, D, and E.  

• Beaver Dam Creek Realignment – Detailed view of proposed Beaver Dam Creek realignment at the 
Velp Avenue interchange, along with associated residential displacements.   

 
Handouts/Other Documents 
• Handout Packet 
o Study area location map 

o Purpose of hearing, EIS process, information for hearing record 

o Options and instructions for providing testimony 

o Project summary (project description, purpose and need, alternatives) 

o Plan views of Alternatives D and E 

o Environmental impact comparison matrix for Alternatives D and E 

o Information on property acquisition and relocation assistance 

o Next steps, project schedule 

o Description of hearing exhibits 

o WisDOT contact information 

o Written testimony form and registration slip for public verbal testimony 

• Frequently Asked Questions –List of common questions/answers regarding the project 

• Wisconsin Relocation Rights – Business, Farm and Nonprofit Organizations 
• Wisconsin Relocation Rights – Residential 
• The Rights of Landowners Under Wisconsin Eminent Domain Law 
• Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)  – Document approved by FHWA on 1/24/11 

• Legal Notice – Notice published in Green Bay Press-Gazette and Ashwaubenon-Howard Suamico Press 
advertising the Public Hearing and availability of the Draft EIS 

• Impact Analysis Methodology – SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 environmental process document 
explaining how environmental impacts will be analyzed 

• Coordination Plan  – SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 environmental process document explaining how 
project information would be communicated to agencies and the public 

• PowerPoint Presentation – WisDOT used a PowerPoint presentation to present project information and 
public hearing information 
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5.4.3   Hearing Format and Testimony Options 
 
The public hearing offered three options for providing testimony:  Private verbal testimony to a court 
reporter, public verbal testimony to the group assembled in the auditorium following the hearing 
presentation, and written testimony that could be left at the hearing or sent to WisDOT afterward. 
 
Starting at 5 p.m. and continuing to the end of the hearing at 8 p.m., WisDOT staff was on hand to 
informally discuss the proposed US 41 improvements, review the displays, answer questions, and provide 
guidance on how to present testimony.  A presentation was given at 5:30 p.m. and public verbal 
testimony was taken starting at 6 p.m.  The private verbal testimony option and written testimony option 
were available throughout the entire hearing.      
 

5.4.4   Public Hearing Input  
 
WisDOT has assembled a public hearing record that includes court reporter transcripts for verbal 
testimony and written comments received during the public comment period ending on March 28, 2011.  
The hearing record is available for review at the WisDOT US 41 Brown County project office, 1940 West 
Mason Street, Green Bay.   
 
Public hearing input is summarized in Table 5-1.  The table contains one entry for each person who 
provided comments whether oral, written, or both.  A total of 47 people provided comments.  Of those 
who specifically indicated support for Alternatives D or E, 31 people favored Alternative D and 11 favored 
Alternative E.  
 
The primary reasons mentioned for supporting Alternative D were that this alternative would maintain the 
existing access between I-43 and Velp Avenue via US 41, and would cost $10 million less to construct 
than Alternative E.  The primary reasons mentioned for supporting Alternative E were that this alternative 
would improve safety by eliminating the existing loop ramps at the I-43 interchange, would provide safe 
and efficient access to I-43, and would be a better long-term solution than Alternative D.   
 
Key concerns about removing the existing Velp Avenue access under Alternative E are summarized as 
follows along with WisDOT’s responses to these concerns. 
 
Additional traffic including heavy trucks would use local roads in the Village of Howard, 
particularly Velp Avenue and Atkinson Drive 
 
Possible traffic diversion to other roadways with closure of the existing Velp Avenue access to I-43 via US 
41 was evaluated using the Northeast Wisconsin Regional Travel Demand Model, and this information 
was presented at the public hearing.  The main increase in local road traffic would occur on Velp Avenue 
where design year 2035 traffic volumes would increase by approximately 3,800 vehicles per day near 
Atkinson Drive, and 4,100 vehicles per day between US 41 and Military Avenue.  The increase in traffic 
on Atkinson Drive was projected to be 2,500 vehicles per day west of I-43 and 700 vehicles per day east 
of I-43 in design year 2035. 
 
Improvements to Velp Avenue are planned for construction in 2011 and 2012 under a separate WisDOT 
project.  Existing Velp Avenue, which is a 4-lane roadway, will be reconstructed to improve traffic flow, 
safety, and intersection design, including roundabouts at three major intersections.  These improvements 
will accommodate the increased traffic on Velp Avenue that could occur due to closure of the existing 
Velp Avenue access under Alternative E.  Design year traffic projections for the Velp Avenue 
reconstruction project accounted for the proposed improvements under Alternative E for the US 41 
Memorial Drive to County M project. 
 
The existing I-43/Atkinson Drive interchange design would accommodate any increased traffic at this 
interchange that could occur due to closure of the existing Velp Avenue access under Alternative E.  
However, WisDOT has also initiated a separate study to evaluate whether improvements are needed at 
that interchange. 
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Emergency vehicle response time would be adversely affected 
 
Input was obtained from emergency services in the area through a meeting held on January 18, 2011. 
Comments received at that meeting indicated that most of the representatives preferred Alternative E 
over Alternative D.  One of the main reasons mentioned was elimination of the loop ramps at the I-43 
interchange, which have been a source of numerous crashes.  There were some concerns about the 
removal of the access between Velp Avenue and I-43 via US 41, but the majority of the emergency 
service providers still indicated support for Alternative E, as long as a sufficient number of median 
crossovers are provided to allow better access to incidents occurring within the project limits.  Median 
crossover location coordination will continue in final design. 
 
Fuel consumption costs for local drivers would be higher due to longer route required to access  
I-43 
 
WisDOT acknowledges this concern.  On balance, however, providing additional capacity on US 41 and 
reconstructing the interchanges will improve traffic flow and operations, and will reduce congestion and 
delay.  In the long term, this could have a beneficial effect on fuel consumption and associated costs. 
 
Increased congestion on Velp Avenue would have a negative impact on businesses 
 
Providing additional capacity on US 41 and reconstructing the interchanges will improve traffic operations, 
and will reduce congestion and delay.  The proposed improvements on Velp Avenue and possible 
additional improvements at the I-43/Atkinson Drive interchange would also improve traffic flow and safety.   
 
Under Alternative E, additional traffic will use the I-43/Atkinson Drive interchange, and concerns 
were mentioned about potential problems at that interchange with the loop ramp from northbound 
I-43 to Atkinson Drive and the steep grade of the ramp from Atkinson Drive to southbound I-43 
 
WisDOT has initiated a separate study to evaluate whether improvements are needed at the I-
43/Atkinson Drive interchange.  This study will include reviewing the crash history, existing interchange 
geometry, and future traffic operations. 
 
Additional issues and concerns raised as a result of the public hearing are summarized below along with 
WisDOT’s responses where applicable. 

 
Four people expressed general concern about roundabouts.  Two people specifically questioned 
the need for and cost of providing roundabouts at the County M/Deerfield Avenue (frontage road) 
intersections. 
 
WisDOT is committed to using roundabouts where appropriate based on the following benefits of 
roundabouts compared to signalized intersections: 
 
• Roundabouts improve safety by providing slower intersection entry speeds and minimizing the 

potential for turning movement conflicts. 

• Roundabouts provide more intersection capacity than signalized intersections, resulting in less delay 
for traffic entering and exiting the intersections. 

• Roundabouts have lower impact collisions due to the intersection entry angle. 

• Roundabouts generally have lower maintenance costs than signalized intersections. 

 
A joint letter signed by 22 people was submitted expressing concern about existing drainage 
problems and concerns about additional stormwater discharge in the Lakeview Drive area. 
 
WisDOT is preparing a stormwater management plan for the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project 
corridor.  At this time two stormwater detention ponds are being proposed adjacent to the Lakeview Drive 
crossing of US 41.  The project will be designed such that existing drainage patterns on private property 
will not be changed.  The new highway ditches and installation of culverts where needed should improve 
the existing drainage situation.       
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Construction of the Velp Avenue, Lakeview Drive, and County M bridges should be staged so 
these roads are not all closed at the same time 
 
A construction staging plan will be developed in the final design phase.  Highway and local street closures 
will be staged to minimize disruption to the extent possible.  Other mitigation measures could include the 
following: 
  
• Public information meetings and other community involvement opportunities to obtain input on ways to 

minimize the effects of construction on area businesses, residents, commuters, community services, 
and special events. 

• News releases and project website entries to inform travelers about the construction schedule, traffic 
conditions, delays,  detour routes, and to encourage use of carpooling, park-and-ride lots, and transit 
during the construction period. 

• Encourage businesses to modify their work schedules and/or shipping schedules to avoid peak traffic 
hours. 

 
Table 5-1 

Summary of Public Hearing Input 
 

Commenter Key Comments/Issues 
Resident, Sunray Lane 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Concerned that Alternative E will result in routing truck traffic 
onto Velp Avenue and through the Village of Howard to access I-43.  Also believes 
additional cost of Alternative E is unnecessary. 

Resident, Shade Tree Lane 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Believes access to I-43 from Velp Avenue is necessary. 
Also believes additional cost of Alternative E is unnecessary. 

Resident, Shade Tree Lane 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Believes access to I-43 from Velp Avenue is necessary. 
Concerns with Alternative E include: losing access at Velp Avenue will impact 
emergency vehicles; safety and crash issues if Atkinson Drive absorbs Velp Avenue 
traffic accessing I-43; higher fuel consumption/costs for local drivers forced to take a 
longer route to access I-43. 

Resident, Shade Tree Lane 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D because it provides more direct access to I-43. 

Resident, Shade Tree Lane 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Believes additional cost of Alternative E is unnecessary. 
Concerned that Alternative E will put heavy traffic on Cardinal Lane, Velp Avenue, 
and Atkinson Drive. 

Resident, Shade Tree Lane 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D because it provides more direct access to I-43. 

Resident, West Lake Drive 
Pound  

Supports Alternative D because it provides more direct I-43 access to the Village of 
Howard via Velp Avenue. Believes that businesses on Velp Avenue will suffer if 
access to I-43 is removed. Also believes additional cost of Alternative E is 
unnecessary. 

Resident, Lenwood Avenue 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D because it provides access to southbound I-43 from Velp 
Avenue. Concerned that diverting I-43 traffic to Atkinson Avenue will result in 
increased traffic congestion. Believes truck traffic would have a hard time safely 
entering I-43 at Atkinson due to incline over Tower Drive Bridge. 

Business, Velp Avenue 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Believes Alternative E will result in too much traffic on Velp 
Avenue. 

Resident, Riverview Drive 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Believes additional cost and right-of-way purchase required 
for Alternative E is unnecessary. Believes that Alternative D will: reduce traffic and 
congestion on Velp Avenue; provide needed direct access to Velp Avenue from I-43; 
provide direct access to the Village of Howard via I-43; and reduce roundabout and 
stop light impediments for Velp Avenue travelers. 

Resident, Prairie Falcon Trail 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Believes additional cost of Alternative E is unnecessary. 
Believes Alternative E will result in decreased access to Village of Howard and 
result in increased traffic congestion on Velp Avenue. 

Resident, Cardinal Lane 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D due to: better traffic balance using Velp Avenue and 
29/Cardinal Lane; emergency response times; safety concerns with Atkinson 
Avenue access. 

Resident, Packerland Drive 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative E. Believes Alternative E provides the safest travel option. 

Resident, Mirage Drive 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative E because it eliminates unsafe loop ramps. 
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Commenter Key Comments/Issues 
Resident, Delvoye Court 
Green Bay 

Supports Alternative D. Concerned about emergency response time to potential 
accidents at the I- 43/US 41 interchange. Questions the need for a roundabout at 
the CTH M/West Deerfield Avenue intersection. 

Business, South Chase Road 
Sobieski  

Supports Alternative D. Values existing I-43 access at Velp Avenue. Believes that 
businesses would suffer if access is removed. Believes truck traffic would have a 
hard time safely entering I-43 at Atkinson due to incline when approaching Tower 
Drive Bridge. Concerned about emergency response time at I-43/US 41 interchange 
if Velp access is removed. 

Resident, Rose Haven Trail 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Supports expansion to 6 lanes. Does not favor removing 
access between I-43 and Velp Avenue via US 41. Adamantly opposes the inclusion 
of roundabouts. Would like to see an alternative that omits all roundabout 
intersections. 

Business, Velp Avenue   
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Concerned about adding more traffic to Velp Avenue, and 
congesting traffic through addition of roundabouts.  Believes truck traffic would have 
a hard time safely entering I-43 at Atkinson due to incline when approaching Tower 
Drive Bridge. Concerned for safety of businesses required to clear snow from on 
street mailboxes; increased traffic will cause additional hazards. Wants Velp Avenue 
access to I-43 maintained. 

Resident, Memorial Drive 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Concerned about adding more traffic to Velp Avenue.  
Believes additional cost of Alternative E is unnecessary. 

Resident, Graceland Terrace 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative E. Believes Alternative E provides safest and quickest access 
to I-43. Does not like the idea of losing I-43 access at Velp Avenue. Suggests 
adding an I-43 south on-ramp at Military Avenue. 

Resident, Memorial Drive 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Believes that eliminating access to I-43 at Velp Avenue is a 
big mistake. 

Resident, Memorial Drive 
Green Bay 

Supports Alternative E. Believes the loop ramps in Alternative D are dangerous. 
Believes Alternative E is a more efficient and proper appropriation of money. 

Resident and Business Owner, 
Delvoye Court 
Green Bay 
 
 

Supports Alternative D. Concerned with Alternative E’s adjustments to the US 41/I-
43 interchange and access to I-43 at Velp Avenue. Concerns include: safety issues 
at Atkinson; emergency vehicle response times; inconvenience in travel time and 
distance for local residents; potential traffic congestion added to local roads; 
negative impacts to local businesses; unnecessary high speed ramps; unnecessary 
extra costs.  Supports Alternative D, but does not think that the roundabout 
proposed at CTH M/West Deerfield Avenue is necessary from a traffic or cost 
standpoint. 

Local Property Owners No preferred alternative stated. Properties abutting US 41, north of Lineville Road, 
were severed when US 41 was upgraded to four lanes in the 1960’s. States that 
WisDOT failed to provide adequate drainage during that initial construction. US 41 
now acts as a damn, flooding adjacent properties. Request that drainage issue be 
addressed in current design. 

Business Supports Alternative E. Believes this alternative greatly improves operations.  
Believes Atkinson Avenue interchange is underused. 

Resident No preferred alternative stated. Concerned about traffic during construction. 
Believes many drivers will use CTH B as an alternative route. Proposes 
reconstructing CTH B in order to properly handle traffic. 

Business, Velp Avenue   
Green Bay  
 
 

Supports Alternative D. Concerned that losing access to I-43 at Velp Avenue will 
have negative consequences for Velp Avenue businesses. Believes that flyover 
ramps included in Alternative E will result in more fatal crashes than the supposed 
less safe Alternative D. 

Resident, Sunray Lane    
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Concerns include safety concerns with the I-43 connection 
at Atkinson Avenue, increased traffic to Velp Avenue, and inconvenience to local 
residents. 

Resident, Birch Road 
Green Bay 

Supports Alternative E. Believes current interchange configuration is dangerous. 

Business  
Village of Howard  

Supports Alternative D. Believes maintaining a connection to I-43 via Velp Avenue is 
necessary. Cites the inconveniences in time, distance, and traffic congestion. 

Resident 
Village of Howard  

Supports Alternative D. Concerned with eliminating access to I-43 via Velp Avenue 
due to the unnecessary inconvenience to people living in the Village of Howard. Also 
views the addition of multiple roundabouts as an unnecessary inconvenience. 

Resident, Tulip Court 
Village of Howard  

Supports Alternative E. Does not think that Alternative D is safe. Believes Alternative 
D would only be a temporary fix that would need to be redone in the near future. 
Also cites that Alternative E would have fewer environmental impacts. 
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Commenter Key Comments/Issues 
22 Residents, Lakeview Drive 
Area 
Village of Howard  

No preferred alternative stated.  Twenty two (22) residents signed a joint letter 
regarding storm water drainage concerns along US 41 in the Lakeview Drive area.   

Resident 
Village of Howard 

Supports Alternative D because it provides access to southbound I-43 from Velp 
Avenue. Concerned that diverting I-43 traffic to Atkinson Avenue will result in 
increased traffic congestion in the Village of Howard, and cause unnecessary 
inconvenience for Howard residents. 

Resident, Robin Lane 
Village of Howard  

Supports Alternative D. Values existing I-43 access at Velp Avenue. Believes that 
businesses would suffer if access is removed. Concerned that diverting I-43 traffic to 
Atkinson Avenue will result in increased traffic congestion in the Village of Howard. 

Resident, Billie Court 
Village of Howard 

Supports Alternative D. Concerned that increasing the traffic on Atkinson Avenue 
would cause safety issues.  

Resident, Riverdale Drive 
Hobart  

Supports Alternative E. Thinks that there needs to be more discussion on the 
necessary maintenance of the new roadways and structures being proposed. Would 
like to see an alternative that includes features of Alternative E and access to I-43 at 
Velp Avenue to lessen the burden on Village of Howard residents. Questions 
whether an access ramp onto southbound I-43 was ever considered at Melody 
Lane. 

Business 
Village of Howard  

No preferred alternative stated. Business concerns regarding potential roundabout 
on CTH M/Lineville Road. Supports building the roundabout prior to work on 
Lineville Road. If the roundabout is not done prior to shutting down Lineville Road 
for construction, does not believe that CTH B could handle the additional traffic. 
Supports reconstruction of US 41. Believes the short term inconvenience during 
construction will be outweighed by long term business benefits of a safer, more 
efficient roadway. 

Resident, Brookview Drive 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. Concerned with eliminating access to I-43 via Velp Avenue 
due to the unnecessary inconvenience to people living in the Village of Howard. 

Resident/Business, Lineville 
Road 
Village of Howard  

No preferred alternative stated. Concerned with business impacts at Lineville Road. 

Resident, Schanock Drive 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative E. 

Business 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative E. 

Business 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative E. 

Business,  Kimps Court 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. 

Business,  Velp Avenue 
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. 

Resident, Glenview Avenue  
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. 

Resident, Glenview Avenue  
Green Bay  

Supports Alternative D. 
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Purpose 
This Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) Environmental Impact and Related Procedures Final Rule (23 CFR 771), the FHWA Technical Advisory for 
environmental document preparation (T6640.8A, October 1987), and the Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
(WisDOT) Relocation Assistance Manual.  The purpose of the conceptual plan is to provide preliminary information 
about the residential and business displacements that are anticipated to occur as a result of proposed 
improvements in the US 41 corridor from Memorial Drive to County M in Brown County.   
 
The conceptual plan provides an estimate of the following: 
 

• Number of homes and businesses that may be displaced by the project. 
• Availability of decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing and comparable commercial facilities within 

the financial means of the home and business owners that may be affected by the project. 
• Possible total relocation assistance costs. 

 
Project Description  
WisDOT is proposing to reconstruct approximately 3.3 miles of US 41 from Memorial Drive to County M/Lineville 
Road in Brown County.  The proposed improvements also include the portion of I-43 from its interchange with US 
41 to Atkinson Drive.  See Figure 1. 
 

Figure 1—Project Location Map 
 



 

 

Proposed improvements include reconstructing the interchanges at US 141/Velp Avenue, I-43 and 
County M, and providing additional capacity on US 41.  Build Alternatives C, D, and E, were under 
consideration and evaluation at the time this Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan was prepared.  These 
alternatives, as presented at the August 18, 2010 public information meeting, are illustrated on the 
attached project maps.  Displacements are the same for all three alternatives.   
 
Alternative A is the no build alternative.  Alternative B (minor improvements at the US 141/Velp Avenue 
and I-43 interchanges) was eliminated from further consideration because it would not sufficiently address 
project purpose and need.    
 
Alternatives C, D and E include a range of options for improving traffic capacity, traffic operations and 
safety on the US 41 freeway mainline and its interchanges.  The main difference among the alternatives 
occurs in the area between US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43 where various improvement levels are being 
considered, including full reconfiguration of the US 41/I-43 System Interchange.   
 
Improvements that are common to Alternatives C, D, and E include the following: 
 
• Widen the US 41 freeway mainline from 4 to 6 lanes and add auxiliary lanes along northbound and 

southbound US 41. 
• Reconstruct the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange including roundabouts at the ramp terminals and at 

the US 141/Velp Avenue and Memorial Drive intersection. 
• Reconstruct the County M interchange including roundabouts at the ramp terminals and at the County 

M/frontage road intersections. 
• Construct new bridges over US 141/Velp Avenue, Canadian National (CN) Railroad, Wietor Drive, I-

43, and Duck Creek.  
• Replace the County EB/Lakeview Drive and County M bridges over US 41.  
• Construct a new frontage road with a five-legged roundabout at the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange 

ramp terminal west of US 41. 
• Realign Beaver Dam Creek and replace the box culvert south of the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange.   
• Maintain the existing separation distance between the US 41 mainline and the frontage roads from I-

43 to County M.     
 
Key features of Alternatives C, D, and E are summarized as follows:   
 
Alternative C: US 41 expansion with C/D roadways between US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43 
• Expand US 41 along its existing alignment from US 141/Velp Avenue to I-43. 
• Construct Collector-Distributor (C/D) roads on both sides of US 41 between US 141/Velp Avenue and 

I-43.  The C/D roads would accommodate traffic weaving movements rather than having those 
movements occur on the US 41 freeway mainline. 

• Extend the on and off ramps at the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange and realign them slightly to meet 
current design standards and accommodate roundabouts at the interchange ramp terminals. 

• Make minor improvements to existing indirect loop ramp geometry at the I-43/US 41 System 
Interchange to accommodate the wider US 41 mainline.  Additional lighting along with enhanced 
signing and marking will be added to mitigate the tight loop ramps.   

• Improve the semi-directional ramp from southbound US 41 to southbound I-43 to a 60 mph design 
speed, and the directional ramp from northbound I-43 to northbound US 41, to a 70 mph design 
speed. 

• Maintain access from US 141/Velp Avenue to I-43 via US 41 as it is today. 
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Alternative D: US 41 expansion with C/D roadways between US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43  
with Freeway Split Configuration 
• Main difference between Alternative C and D is that under Alternative D, US 41 mainline would be reconstructed 

on a revised alignment that would allow for a left exit ramp for southbound US 41 to southbound I-43 within the 
existing interchange footprint.   

• Construct Collector-Distributor (C/D) roads on both sides of US 41 between US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43.  The 
C/D roads would accommodate traffic weaving movements rather than having those movements occur on the 
US 41 freeway mainline.  

• Extend the on and off ramps at the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange and realign them slightly to meet current 
design standards and accommodate roundabouts at the interchange ramp terminals. 

• Make minor improvements to existing indirect loop ramp geometry at the I-43/US 41 System Interchange to 
accommodate the wider US 41 mainline.  Additional lighting along with enhanced signing and marking will be 
added to mitigate the tight loop ramps.   

• Improve the semi-directional ramp from southbound US 41 to southbound I-43, and the directional ramp from 
northbound I-43 to northbound US 41, to a 70 mph design speed. 

• Maintain access from US 141/Velp Avenue to I-43 via US 41 as it is today. 
 
Alternative E:  US 41 expansion with full reconfiguration of I-43/US 41 interchange 
• Expand US 41 including a revised northbound alignment, and a raised northbound gradeline, to accommodate 

the southbound US 41 to southbound I-43 ramp within the existing interchange footprint and the northbound I-43 
to southbound US 41 flyover ramp piers and foundations.  

• Reconstruct I/43/US 41 System Interchange with high-speed direct ramps (all loop ramps eliminated) 
• Eliminate existing access between US 141/Velp Avenue and I-43 via US 41; Atkinson Avenue or an alternate 

route would be used to access southbound I-43 from US 141/Velp Avenue or to  access US 141/Velp Avenue 
from northbound I-43. 

     

Demographic Information on Affected Community 
As shown on the location map, the project is located primarily in the Village of Howard with a portion of the I-43 leg 
in the City of Green Bay.  The displacements are all located in the Village of Howard. Demographic information is 
provided in Tables 1 and 2.  

 
Table 1—Population Information 

Total 
Population 

Race Age Profile 
White African 

American 
American Indian 

and Alaska Native  
Asian Hispanic Median 

Age 
21 and 
Older 

65 and 
Older 

Village of Howard 
13,546 96% <1% <1% <1% 1.1% 34 69% 8% 

City of Green Bay 
102,313 86% 1.4% 3.3% 3.8% 7.1% 33 70% 12% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 
 

Table 2—Household Information 
Total Occupied 
Housing Units 

Owner 
 Occupied Units 

Renter  
Occupied Units 

Vacant 
Housing Units 

Average 
Household Size 

Village of Howard 
5,236 3,342 

 (64% of total) 
Median purchase price $127,100  

1,894 
(36% of total) 

 

114 
 (2 % of total) 

2.6 people 

City of Green Bay 
41,591 23,281 

 (56% of total) 
Median purchase price $96,400  

18,310 
(44% of total) 

 

1,532 
 (3.6 % of total) 

2.4 people 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 
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According to the Village of Howard Comprehensive Plan, September 2002, about 78% of the housing units in the 
village are under 20 years old and a substantial number of homes were built within the last 10 years.  In the last 5 
years there has been a steady climb in the number of new single-family homes, a moderate increase in the number 
of new duplexes, and a small amount of new apartment construction.  
 
The median family income is $56,579 for the Village of Howard and $48,678 for Green Bay.  The per capita income 
is $21,688 for the Village of Howard and $19,269 for Green Bay.  The national poverty guideline is $18,310 per 
capita income for households with 3 persons (Federal Register, January 23, 2009, Department of Health and 
Human Services). 
 
Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice requires agencies to achieve environmental justice by identifying 
and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects (including interrelated 
social and economic effects) on minority, low-income, disabled and elderly populations.  The demographic and 
income information for the Village of Howard indicates little possibility for affecting Environmental Justice 
populations.  Further, the project team has met or spoken with the majority of the affected home and business 
owners through the project’s public information meetings and through individual contacts by WisDOT Northeast 
Region Real Estate staff.  There are no known Environmental Justice concerns.  
 
The Village of Howard is well-positioned to compete with larger communities in attracting businesses and 
industries.  The village has 3 large industrial/business parks: 
 

• Howard Industrial Park (575 acres) located in the northeast portion of the Village near Velp Avenue with 
access to USH 41 from CTH M (Lineville Road).  According to the village’s Comprehensive Plan, 
approximately 260 acres of undeveloped land east of the existing industrial park is available for future 
development.  

• AMS and Lancaster Creek Business Parks (100 acres) located on the village’s south side.  According to 
the village’s Comprehensive Plan, approximately 154 acres of additional land is available for possible 
future development in the vicinity of this business park. 

• USH 41/STH 29 Retail Center (100 acres) located in the northwest quadrant of the USH 41/STH 29 
interchange.  A Woodman’s grocery store has recently been constructed in this business park. 

 

Divisive or Disruptive Effects on Communities and Neighborhoods 
As shown on Figure 2, the residential displacements are located in the Island Court neighborhood west of US 41 
and in the Lone Grove Avenue/Rosewood Street neighborhood east of US 41.  The Island Court neighborhood is 
bordered by Duck Creek, US141/Velp Avenue and US 41.  Beaver Dam Creek, a tributary to Duck Creek, flows 
diagonally through the northeast corner of the neighborhood.  Access is off Velp Avenue, and Island Court ends 
with a cul-de-sac at the south end of the neighborhood.  A mix of deciduous and evergreen trees along the lots 
adjacent to US 41 provides some visual screening from the freeway. 
 
The Lone Grove Avenue/Rosewood Street neighborhood is bordered by US 41, open space to the south (Beaver 
Dam Creek floodplain), and Lehner Park to the north.  Lehner Park is an approximate 2.6 acre neighborhood park 
with a small shelter, basketball court, playground equipment and picnic facilities.  Beaver Dam Creek runs along 
northbound US 41 and the west side of the neighborhood.  Lone Grove Avenue ends with a cul-de-sac near the 
existing Beaver Dam Creek channel.   Access is available from Velp Avenue via Memorial Drive and from the local 
street network south of Velp Avenue.  A mix of deciduous trees and shrubs along Beaver Dam Creek provides 
some visual screening from the freeway. 
 
Both neighborhoods are shown on the Village of Howard’s future land use map as remaining in residential use. 
 
The residential displacements in both neighborhoods are due primarily to the proposed realignment of Beaver Dam 
Creek (see Figure 2). 
 

 
 
 
4



 

 

Figure 2—Residential and Business Displacements 
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Impacts to the Island Court neighborhood involve purchasing/razing homes to accommodate shifting Beaver Dam 
Creek west of its present location.  Similarly, the 4 homes at the Lone Grove Avenue cul-de-sac will be purchased 
and razed to accommodate shifting Beaver Dam Creek to the east at this location.  The acquired homes presently 
provide a buffer between other adjacent homes and US 41.  Their removal will result in remaining homes becoming 
the “first row” homes adjacent to US 41. 
 
Residents on the west side of Island Court expressed concern about becoming “first row” homes adjacent to US 41 
when the homes on the east side of Island Court are removed.  Concerns included increased traffic noise and 
changes in the visual character of the neighborhood.  Other general concerns about the proposed US 41 
improvements included proximity effects of wider roadways, changes in travel patterns, and concern about having 
to move from homes and neighborhoods they have occupied for a long time. 
 

Relocation Assistance Information 
Acquisitions and relocations resulting from the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M project will be done in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Act of 1972.  This law ensures landowners and tenants are treated fairly 
when the public interest requires acquisition and relocation of homes and businesses.  Eligible persons relocated 
from their home or business will receive “Just Compensation for Property Acquired.”  Other relocation assistance 
benefits include relocation advisory services, reimbursement of moving expenses, replacement housing payments, 
down payment assistance, replacement business payments, and business reestablishment expenses.  Under State 
law, no person or business will be displaced unless a comparable replacement home or business is provided. 
 
Relocation Services for Residential Displacements  
In addition to maintaining necessary records and performing various administrative functions, the WisDOT Real 
Estate staff will offer and provide the following specific assistance to all residential relocatees: 
 
1.  Counsel each individual family with regard to their specific re-housing needs, resulting in securing replacement 
housing that is decent, safe and sanitary; adequate for their needs; suitably located; and within their financial 
means. 
 
2.  Continually gather data commensurate with the relocatee’s needs and advise them accordingly.  Provide current 
and continuing information on availability, prices and rentals of comparable decent, safe and sanitary sales and 
rental housing.  Arrangements will be made for inspection of referral housing and inspections will be made of those 
units the relocatee indicates a desire to rent or purchase.  The purpose of the inspections is to formally certify 
adequacy and that the units are decent, safe and sanitary. 
 
3.  Assist prospective homeowners in obtaining mortgage financing and preparation and submission of offers to 
purchase.  Assist in obtaining relocation documents such as credit reports, appraisals and surveys. 
 
4.  Advise prospective tenants on lease arrangements, tenant/landlord responsibilities, security deposit practices, 
and rental ranges. 
 
5.  Provide information and referrals to local welfare and social service assistance agencies when it appears there 
is a need for such service.  
 
6.  Provide information on school district boundaries and routing/scheduling of public transportation. 
 
7.  Make regular personal contacts with each relocatee to discuss and providing leads, referrals and all such other 
matters regarding re-housing which is of interest to the relocatee and necessary for successful relocation.  
Visitation will be geared to the complexity, specific needs, and level of availability of replacement properties, and 
will be repeated until the relocation agent’s responsibilities are discharged completely and fully in compliance with 
the spirit and intent of the program. 
 
8.  Provide assistance in completing claims for relocation payments for which each relocate may be eligible. 
 
9.  Assist in making moving arrangements including the transfer of utility service. 
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10.  Provide all required written notices, delivered by personal contact whenever feasible to ensure full 
understanding of eligibility requirements, payment options, project information and other notices required by law, 
regulations, or as otherwise appropriate. 
 
11.  Advise relocates of grievance procedures, arrangements and agencies involved. 
 
Services for Commercial Displacees  
Relocation services for commercial displacees include the following: 
 
A.  Commercial Project Assurances 
 
In accordance with Section 32.25(2)(b), Wisconsin Statutes, “Assist owners of displaced business concerns and 
farm operations in obtaining and becoming established in suitable business locations or replacement farms.”  
 
B.  The commercial properties affected by the project will be assisted in their relocation in the following manner: 
 

1. Maintain listings of vacant commercial properties. 
2. Maintain close contact with local real estate agencies and brokers dealing in commercial space. 
3. Inform business concerns of the Small Business Administration entitlements when federal aid is involved. 
4. Contact local development corporations and other similar organizations to make all possible assistance 

available. 
5. Assist in obtaining or transferring business permits and licenses. 
6. Assist in securing and making moving arrangements. 
7. Jointly develop an inventory of personal property to be moved. 
8. Advise businesses in site management procedures, occupancy terms and conditions. 
9. Advise displacees of their relocation claim entitlements and assist in filing the claim with documentation. 

 
C.  Contact with each commercial relocate will be made at regular intervals during which various leads or referrals 
will be offered.  Visitations will be geared to the complexity, the specific needs, and the level of availability of 
replacement properties, and will be repeated until the relocation agent’s responsibilities are completely and fully 
discharged and are in compliance with the spirit and intend of the program.   

 
Special Relocation Advisory Services 
As noted under “Demographic Information on Affected Communities” there are no known unusual circumstances 
with respect to race, income level, age, disability, or other factors that would require special relocation advisory 
services for owners or occupants of displaced homes or businesses. 
 
Sufficient relocation housing is expected to be available and the number of residential displacements will not cause 
an undue hardship to the local real estate market.  Table 3 summarizes housing availability within an approximate 
3-mile distance from the US 41 project.  The information is based on MLS real estate listings during August-
September, 2010.  During that time, there were approximately 25 single-family homes for sale.      
 

Table 3—Housing Availability  
Acquisition 
Price Range 

Homes 
 Displaced1 

Homes Available 
 in Acquisition Price Range 

$103,900 - $112,000 4 
(1 @ 2-3-bdrms, 2 @ 3-4-bdrms, 1 @ 4 bdrms)  

9 
(6 @ 2 bdrms, 3 @ 3 bdrms) 

$126,100 - $130,900 3 
(1 @ 2-3 bdrms, 2 @ 3 bdrms)  

9 
(5 @ 3 bdrms, 3 @ 2 bdrms, 1 @ 5 bdrms) 

$131,400-$146,100 3 
(1 @ 2-3 bdrms, 2 @ 3 bdrms) 

7 
(5 @ 3 bdrms, 2 @ 4 bdrms) 

 
Totals 

 
10 

 
25 

 
Note:  Displaced homes exclude 3 homes previously acquired by WisDOT.  See Table 4 for more information. 
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Estimate of Residential Displacements 
The proposed US 41 Memorial Drive to County M improvements will displace approximately 13 single-family 
homes.  This estimate is based on preliminary engineering concept plans and is subject to change when more 
detailed engineering plans are developed.  The residential displacements are summarized in Table 4.  
 
Residential displacement cost estimates are summarized in Table 5.  The total estimated cost for the residential 
displacements is approximately $2.2 million. 
 

Table  4—Res identia l Dis p lacement Summary 
Parcel Number1 and 
 General Location 

Characteristics 
Type2 Size 

 (Estimated # of Bedrooms) 
1.  Island Court3 

 
2-story  5 

2.  Island Court3 

 
2-story 2-3 

3.  Island Court3 

 
2-story 2-3 

4.  Island Court 
 

2-story 2-3 

5.  Island Court 
 

Ranch 2-3 

6.  Island Court 
 

2-story  
(vacant in 9/2010) 

2-3 

7.  Island Court 
 

2-story 
 (vacant in 9/2010) 

4 

8.  Island Court 
 

2-story 3-4 

9.  Island Court 
 

2-story 3-4 

10.  Lone Grove Avenue 
 

Ranch 3 

11.  Lone Grove Avenue 
 

Ranch 3 

12.  Lone Grove Avenue 
 

Ranch 3 

13.  Lone Grove Avenue 
 

Ranch 3 

Notes: 
1.  Parcel numbers are for purposes of this report only.   
2.  All of the residential displacements are owner-occupied single-family homes.  
3.  Under certain circumstances, WisDOT’s real estate process allows for property acquisition 
ahead of the project’s normal real estate schedule.  Such advanced or “hardship” acquisition 
occurs in situations where the owners have shown that the marketability of their property would be 
adversely affected by the proposed project and that a prolonged delay in acquisition would cause 
them undue hardship.  Indicated homes have been purchased by WisDOT.    
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Table 5—Residential Displacement Cost Summary 
Parcel Number1 and 
 General Location 

Acquisition 
Price2 

Relocation 
Cost 

Interest and 
Closing Cost 

Moving 
Cost 

Total 
Cost 

1.  Island Court3 

 
$250,000 $101,000 $1,500 $2,500 $355,000 

2.  Island Court3 

 
$110,000 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $139,000 

3.  Island Court3 

 
$120,000 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $149,000 

4.  Island Court 
 

$126,100 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $155,100 

5.  Island Court 
 

$103,900 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $132,900 

6.  Island Court 
 

$131,400 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $160,400 

7.  Island Court 
 

$112,000 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $141,000 

8.  Island Court 
 

$110,900 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $139,900 

9.  Island Court 
 

$108,100 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $137,100 

10.  Lone Grove 
Avenue 
 

$130,500 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $159,500 

11.  Lone Grove 
Avenue 
 

$131,600 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $160,600 

12.  Lone Grove 
Avenue 
 

$146,100 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $175,100 

13.  Lone Grove 
Avenue 
 

$130,900 $25,000 $1,500 $2,500 $159,900 

 
Totals 

 
$1,711,500 

 
$401,000 

 
$19,500 

 
$32,500 

 
$2,164,500 

 
Notes: 
1.  Parcel numbers are for purposes of this report only.   
2.  Acquisition price (land + improvements) is based on a combination of 2009 assessed values from Brown 
County property tax records and WisDOT appraisals.  
3.  Properties have been acquired by WisDOT.   
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Estimate of Business Displacements 
The proposed US 41 Memorial Drive to County M improvements will displace one business located in the southeast 
quadrant of the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange. 
 
The business displacement estimate is based on preliminary engineering concept plans and is subject to change 
when more detailed engineering plans are developed.  The business displacement is summarized in Table 6.  
 
The business displacement cost estimates is summarized in Table 7.  The total estimated cost for the business 
displacements is approximately $250,000. 

 
Table 6—Bus ines s  Displacement Summary 

Parcel Number1 and 
General Location 

Name Occupancy Type and 
Characteristics 

1.  Velp Avenue2 

 
Green Bay Scuba 

Shop 
Owner Scuba and snorkeling equipment sales and diving 

instruction 
3 employees estimated 

 
Table 7—Business Displacement Cost Summary 

Name Acquisition  
Price1 

 

Relocation Search Re-establish Interest 
and 

Closing 

Moving Total 

1.  Velp Avenue2  $173,500 $50,000 $2,500 $10,000 $1,500 $10,000 $247,500 
 
Totals 

 
$173,500 

 
$50,000 

 
$2,500 

 
$10,000 

 
$1,500 

 
$10,000 

 
$247,500 

 
Notes: 
1.  Acquisition price (land + improvements) is based on WisDOT appraisal. 
2.  Under certain circumstances, WisDOT’s real estate process allows for property acquisition ahead of the project’s normal 
real estate schedule.  Such advanced or “hardship” acquisition occurs in situations where the owners have shown that the 
marketability of their property would be adversely affected by the proposed project and that a prolonged delay in acquisition 
would cause them undue hardship.  This business has been purchased by WisDOT.    
  
Summary 
The proposed US 41 Memorial Drive to County M improvements will displace approximately 13 single-family homes 
and one business.  The total estimated cost for the residential displacements is approximately $2.2 million and the 
total estimated cost for the business displacement is approximately $250,000. 
 
The residential and business displacements discussed in this Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan are based on 
preliminary project information and are subject to change when more detailed engineering plans are developed. 
 
There are no known Environmental Justice concerns with the residential or business displacements, no substantive 
divisive or disruptive effects on communities or neighborhoods were identified, and no special relocation advisory 
services are anticipated to be needed.  
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ALTERNATIVE C PROJ ECT MAP 
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APPENDIX B 
Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) 

Qualitative Analysis



Mobile Source Air Toxics 
 

In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS), EPA also regulates air toxics.  Most air toxics originate from human-made sources, including 
on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources (e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g., dry cleaners) and 
stationary sources (e.g., factories or refineries).  

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air Act.  The 
MSATs are compounds emitted from highway vehicles and non-road equipment.  Some toxic compounds 
are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine 
unburned.  Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion 
products.  Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline.   
 
The EPA is the lead Federal Agency for administering the Clean Air Act and has certain responsibilities 
regarding the health effects of MSATs.  The EPA issued a Final Rule on Controlling Emissions of 
Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources. 66 FR 17229 (March 29, 2001).  This rule was issued 
under the authority in Section 202 of the Clean Air Act.  In its rule, EPA examined the impacts of existing 
and newly promulgated mobile source control programs, including its reformulated gasoline (RFG) 
program, its national low emission vehicle (NLEV) standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards 
and gasoline sulfur control requirements, and its proposed heavy duty engine and vehicle standards and 
on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements.  Between 2000 and 2020, FHWA projects that even 
with a 64 percent increase in VMT, these programs will reduce on-highway emissions of benzene, 
formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde by 57 percent to 65 percent, and will reduce on-highway 
diesel PM emissions by 87 percent, as shown in the following graph: 

U.S. Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) vs.
Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions, 2000-2020
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Benzene (-57%)

 DPM+DEOG (-87%)

Formaldehyde (-65%)

Acetaldehyde (-62%)

1,3-Butadiene (-60%)

Acrolein (-63%)

VMT (+64%)

Notes: For on-road mobile sources.  Emissions factors were generated using MOBILE6.2.  MTBE proportion of market for oxygenates is held
constant, at 50%.  Gasoline RVP and oxygenate content are held constant.  VMT: Highway Statistics 2000, Table VM-2 for 2000,  analysis 
assumes annual growth rate of 2.5%.  "DPM + DEOG" is based on MOBILE6.2-generated factors for elemental carbon, organic carbon and 
from diesel-powered vehicles, with the particle size cutoff set at 10.0 microns.

 
As a result, EPA concluded that no further motor vehicle emissions standards or fuel standards were 
necessary to further control MSATs.  The agency is preparing another rule under authority of CAA 
Section 202(l) that will address these issues and could make adjustments to the full 21 and the primary 
six MSATs.     
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This EA includes a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this project.  However, available 
technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts of the emission changes 
associated with the alternatives in this EA.  Due to these limitations, the following discussion is included in 
accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b)) regarding incomplete or unavailable information:  
 
Information that is Unavailable or Incomplete.  
Evaluating the environmental and health impacts from MSATs on a proposed highway project would 
involve several key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in order to estimate 
ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions, exposure modeling in order to estimate 
human exposure to the estimated concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based on 
the estimated exposure.  Each of these steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain 
science that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of this project.   
 

1. Emissions:  The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are not sensitive to 
key variables determining emissions of MSATs in the context of highway projects.  While MOBILE 
6.2 is used to predict emissions at a regional level, it has limited applicability at the project level.  
MOBILE 6.2 is a trip-based model--emission factors are projected based on a typical trip of 7.5 
miles, and on average speeds for this typical trip.  This means that MOBILE 6.2 does not have 
the ability to predict emission factors for a specific vehicle operating condition at a specific 
location at a specific time.  Because of this limitation, MOBILE 6.2 can only approximate the 
operating speeds and levels of congestion likely to be present on the largest-scale projects, and 
cannot adequately capture emissions effects of smaller projects.  For particulate matter, the 
model results are not sensitive to average trip speed, although the other MSAT emission rates do 
change with changes in trip speed.  Also, the emissions rates used in MOBILE 6.2 for both 
particulate matter and MSATs are based on a limited number of tests of mostly older-technology 
vehicles.  Lastly, in its discussions of PM under the conformity rule, EPA has identified problems 
with MOBILE6.2 as an obstacle to quantitative analysis.  
 
These deficiencies compromise the capability of MOBILE 6.2 to estimate MSAT emissions.  
MOBILE6.2 is an adequate tool for projecting emissions trends, and performing relative analyses 
between alternatives for very large projects, but it is not sensitive enough to capture the effects of 
travel changes tied to smaller projects or to predict emissions near specific roadside locations. 
 

2. Dispersion.  The tools to predict how MSATs disperse are also limited.  The EPA’s current 
regulatory models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were developed and validated more than a decade 
ago for the purpose of predicting episodic concentrations of carbon monoxide to determine 
compliance with the NAAQS.  The performance of dispersion models is more accurate for 
predicting maximum concentrations that can occur at some time at some location within a 
geographic area.  This limitation makes it difficult to predict accurate exposure patterns at specific 
times at specific highway project locations across an urban area to assess potential health risk.  
The NCHRP is conducting research on best practices in applying models and other technical 
methods in the analysis of MSATs.  This work also will focus on identifying appropriate methods 
of documenting and communicating MSAT impacts in the NEPA process and to the general 
public.  Along with these general limitations of dispersion models, FHWA is also faced with a lack 
of monitoring data in most areas for use in establishing project-specific MSAT background 
concentrations. 
 

 3. Exposure Levels and Health Effects.  Finally, even if emission levels and concentrations of 
MSATs could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current techniques for exposure 
assessment and risk analysis preclude us from reaching meaningful conclusions about project-
specific health impacts.  Exposure assessments are difficult because it is difficult to accurately 
calculate annual concentrations of MSATs near roadways, and to determine the portion of a year 
that people are actually exposed to those concentrations at a specific location.  These difficulties 
are magnified for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly because unsupportable assumptions 
would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which 
affects emissions rates) over a 70-year period. 
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    There are also considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the 
various MSATs, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of  
occupational exposure data to the general population.  Because of these shortcomings, any 
calculated difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the 
uncertainties associated with calculating the impacts.  Consequently, the results of such 
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information 
against other project impacts that are better suited for quantitative analysis. 

  
Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating the Impacts of MSATs. 
Research into the health impacts of MSATs is ongoing.  For different emission types, there are a variety 
of studies that show that some either are statistically associated with adverse health outcomes through 
epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions levels found in occupational settings) or that 
animals demonstrate adverse health outcomes when exposed to large doses. 
 
Exposure to toxics has been a focus of a number of EPA efforts.  Most notably, the agency conducted the 
National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) in 1996 to evaluate modeled estimates of human exposure 
applicable to the county level.  While not intended for use as a measure of or benchmark for local 
exposure, the modeled estimates in the NATA database best illustrate the levels of various toxics when 
aggregated to a national or State level. 
 
The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to these pollutants.  The 
EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of human health effects that may result from 
exposure to various substances found in the environment.  The IRIS database is located at 
http://www.epa.gov/iris.  The following toxicity information for the six prioritized MSATs was taken from the 
IRIS database Weight of Evidence Characterization summaries.  This information is taken verbatim from 
EPA's IRIS database and represents the Agency's most current evaluations of the potential hazards and 
toxicology of these chemicals or mixtures. 

• Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen. 

• The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined because the existing data are 
inadequate for an assessment of human carcinogenic potential for either the oral or inhalation 
route of exposure.  

• Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in humans, and 
sufficient evidence in animals. 

• 1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation.  

• Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of nasal tumors in 
male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female hamsters after inhalation 
exposure. 

• Diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from environmental 
exposures.  Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the combination of diesel particulate 
matter and diesel exhaust organic gases. 

• Diesel exhaust also represents chronic respiratory effects, possibly the primary noncancer 
hazard from MSATs.  Prolonged exposures may impair pulmonary function and could produce 
symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and chronic bronchitis.  Exposure relationships have not 
been developed from these studies. 

 
There have been other studies that address MSAT health impacts in proximity to roadways.  The Health 
Effects Institute, a non-profit organization funded by EPA, FHWA, and industry, has undertaken a major 
series of studies to research near-roadway MSAT hot spots, the health implications of the entire mix of 
mobile source pollutants, and other topics.  The final summary of the series is not expected for several 
years. 

http://www.epa.gov/iris�


 4 

Some recent studies have reported that proximity to roadways is related to adverse health outcomes -- 
particularly respiratory problems1

 

.  Much of this research is not specific to MSATs, instead surveying the 
full spectrum of both criteria and other pollutants.  The FHWA cannot evaluate the validity of these 
studies, but more importantly, they do not provide information that would be useful to alleviate the 
uncertainties listed above and enable us to perform a more comprehensive evaluation of the health 
impacts specific to this project. 

Relevance of Unavailable or Incomplete Information to Evaluating Reasonably Foreseeable 
Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment, and Evaluation of impacts based upon 
theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific community. 
Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment of the effects of air toxic 
emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project level.  While available tools do allow 
us to reasonably predict relative emissions changes between alternatives for larger projects, the amount 
of MSAT emissions from each of the project alternatives and MSAT concentrations or exposures created 
by each of the project alternatives cannot be predicted with enough accuracy to be useful in estimating 
health impacts.  (As noted above, the current emissions model is not capable of serving as a meaningful 
emissions analysis tool for smaller projects.)  Therefore, the relevance of the unavailable or incomplete 
information is that it is not possible to make a determination of whether any of the alternatives would have 
"significant adverse impacts on the human environment.” 
 
In this document, FHWA has provided a quantitative analysis of MSAT emissions relative to the various 
alternatives, (or a qualitative assessment, as applicable) and has acknowledged that (some, all, or 
identify by alternative) the project alternatives may result in increased exposure to MSAT emissions in 
certain locations, although the concentrations and duration of exposures are uncertain, and because of 
this uncertainty, the health effects from these emissions cannot be estimated. 
 
As discussed above, technical shortcomings of emissions and dispersion models and uncertain science 
with respect to health effects prevent meaningful or reliable estimates of MSAT emissions and effects of 
this project.  However, even though reliable methods do not exist to accurately estimate the health 
impacts of MSATs at the project level, it is possible to qualitatively assess the levels of future MSAT 
emissions under the project. 
 
Although a qualitative analysis cannot identify and measure health impacts from MSATs, it can give a 
basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT emissions—if any—from the 
various alternatives.  The qualitative assessment presented below is derived in part from a study 
conducted by the FHWA entitled A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among 
Transportation Project Alternatives, found at:  
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/msatcompare/msatemissions.htm.  
 
For the build alternatives considered in the US 41 Memorial Drive to County M EIS, the amount of MSATs 
emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such 
as fleet mix are the same for each alternative.  The VMT estimated for the build alternatives would be 
slightly higher than for the no build Alternative, because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of 
the roadway and attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation network.  This increase in 
VMT would lead to higher MSAT emissions for the action alternative along the highway corridor, along 
with a corresponding decrease in MSAT emissions on other routes.   

Emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of EPA’s national control 
programs that are projected to reduce MSAT emissions by 57 to 87 percent between 2000 and 2020.  
Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth 
rates, and local control measures.  However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great 
(even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in 
the future in nearly all cases. 

                                                 
1 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Multiple Air Toxic Exposure Study-II (2000); Highway Health Hazards, The 
Sierra Club (2004) summarizing 24 Studies on the relationship between health and air quality); NEPA's Uncertainty in the 
Federal Legal Scheme Controlling Air Pollution from Motor Vehicles, Environmental Law Institute, 35 ELR 10273 (2005) with 
health studies cited therein. 
 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/msatcompare/msatemissions.htm�
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